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NOTICE 

The policies and procedures set forth here are intended solely as guidance to EPA and other 
government employees and contractors. Tni.~ guidance does not constitute rulemaking by the Agency, and 
cannot be relied on to create a substantive or procedural right enforceable by any party in litigation with 
the UniteG States. EPA may take action that is at variance with the policies and procedure.<- in this manual 
and may change them at any time without public notice. 

This interim final guidance is based on policies in the proposed revisions to the National Oil anC: 
Hazardom Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), which were published on December 21, 1988 (53 
Fedcra.' Register 51394). The final NCP may adopt policies different than those in this manual and should, 
when p:-omulgated, be considered the authoritative source. A final version of this manual will be published 
after the revised NCP is promulgated. 

Following the date of its publication. this manual is intended to be used as guidance for all human 
health risk assessments conducted as part of Superfund remedial investigations and feasibility studies. 
Issuance of this manual does not invalidate human health risk assessments completed before (o:- in progress 
at) the publication date and based on previously released Agenc: guidance. 
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ABOUT THE REVISION ... 

MIAT IT 
IS 

WHO IT'S 
FOR 

'WHAT'S 
NEW 

DISTRIBU
TION PLAN 

WHERE 
TO SEND 
COMMEtl"TS 

EPA's Human Health Evaluation Manual is a revlSlon of the Superfurul Public 
Health Evaluation Manual (SPHEM; October 1986); it is Volume I of the two-volume set 
called Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfurul. This manual has three main parts: the 
baseline risk assessment (Pan A); refinement of preliminary remediation goals (Pan B); and 
evaluation of remedial alternatives (Pan C). (Only Pan A is included in the first 
distribution; see below.) 

Risk assessors, risk assessment reviewers, remedial project managers (RPMs), and risk 
managers involved in Superfund site cleanup activities \V:ill benefit from this revision. 

This revision builds upon the process established in SPHEM and provides more detailed 
guidance on many of the procedures used to assess health risk. New information and 
techniques are presented that reflect the extensive Superfund program e":perience conducting 
health risk assessments at Superfund sites. Policies established and refined over the years 
-- especially those resulting from the proposed National Oil and Hazardous Substances 
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) - have been updated and clarified. Additionally, the 
links between the human health evaluation, the environmental evaluation, and the remedial 
investigation/feasibility study (RIJFS) have been strengthened. 

In Pan A you will find: 

For the risk assessor -- Updated procedures and policies, specific equations and 
variable values for estimating exposure, and a hierarchy of toxicity data sources. 

For the risk assessment reviewer-- A baseline risk assessment outline for consistent 
presentation of risk information and format. and a reviewer's checklist to ensure 
appropriate quality and content of the risk assessment. 

For the RPM -- A comprehensive overview of the risk assessment process in the 
Rl/FS, a checklist for RPM involvement throughout the process. and a complete 
index for quick reference. 

For the risk manager -- An e>.-panded chapter on risk characteriz.<nion (Chapter 8) 
to help sumrr.arize and present risk information for the decision-maker, and more 
detailed descriptions of uncertainties in the assessment. 

This manual is being distributed as an interim final document while the proposed NCP is 
being finalized. After the final NCP is published, the manual v.'ill be updated and finalized. 
Parts B and C -- which were nor distributed as interim final because they arc highly 
dependent on possible revisions to the NCP -- will be added. Periodically, updates of 
portions of the manual will be distributed. 

Taxies Integration Branch 
Office of Emergency and Remedial Response 

401 M Street, SW (OS-230) 
Washington, DC 20460 

Phone: 202-475-9486 
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PREfACE 

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
requirec that actiom selectee to remedy hazardous 
waste sues be protective o: human health and the 
environment CERCLA also mandates that when 
a remedial action resulu: ir. residual contamination 
at ., site, future reviev-~ must be planned <:.nd 
conducte.G to as~ure tr.J'. humar health and the 
environment continue IO be protected. As par. of 
it~ effort to meet these and other CERCLA 
requiremenu., EPA ha> developed <J set o[ 

manuals, Wf'Cther entitled Risk Assessmen; 
Guidance _fo- Superfund. The Humar. Hcaltt. 
Evaluatior. Manual (Volume I) pro\ides guidance 
for developing health risk information a: 
Sup~:iund sit~. whiie the Environmemal 
b aiuation Manual (Voiumc II) prmides guidance 
for environmcntai assessr.:cm at Superfund sites. 
Guic!ancc in both hurnar, health evaluation and 
enviDr.:nental c.:..sessment is needed so that EPA 
can fulfil: c:::.RCLA'& reguirer:1ent to protec: 
humar. healtl. and the envi:-.·:mment. 

The RisJ: Assessment Guida.>;cc for Superfund 
manuals were develvped to be used in the 
remedial investif'a tion!fcasibility study (Rl!FS) 
proces~ at Superh.:nd sites. althou&h the analytical 
t'Jmework and specifi~· methods described in the 
r:. .. nualo rr.:J" also he appli~,hle 10 oti1er 
c.: •,:.:ssmcnt< c: he:zardou.· wastt.* and ha7-"irOous 
r. :..:eri<J!~. ~ht..~e manuals a:e CDrnpanior. 
o:,:ument~ 10 EPA\ Guidanrr fo· ConLiucting 
Rcmcdwl lm·csrigarion.' and F 1 asihihn· StudJcs 
i..·.·:~c· CEJ:CL~ (October 1()&" .. ar;d uscTI- should 
h·, fami!l;,~ v.i:i. th;;·. guidanc... The two 
Sup(;~funl :-isL <>.:,<.c.s<.mcn: m<>.nual5 were developeD 
wi:: o1u;s1vt inpu: frorr. EPA workgroup~, 

w:-:~?risc.G of hml. rep:,na: <Jnc hcadquanc::. stAff. 
-:-:1csc manu:1l' arc ir.tc~:m final guidance fina: 
p1danct: v.il: he i~sued \\ :r.~n the rc\ision~ 

r~opose.= 1r. De urn her 19&- 1, the N:1 :ional Oi: 
am. Haz::n~:JU' Suhstanc.c<- PoJlc;tion Contingency 
Pi:!:- r~cr·: l'cc.or:H: final. 

Althoe~l. hum:~~ nwltL risk asst..~smcn: anc 
c;-.-:;ronmen::, as~cssmcn·. 2:-c differen: process::,<,, 
;:,~·:- share c:.·~::Jir c.Jml7:·;. mfo:-mation nc.ej,c and 
gcr1cral!: c.::; U\( \ll:::. u: the same chemica! 

sampling and environmental setting data for a site. 
Planning for both assessments shoulc hegir; curing 
the scoping stage of the Rl/FS, and site sampling 
and other data collection acti\ities to suppon the 
two assessment~ should be coordinatee. An 
example of thi~ type of coordina tior. is the 
sampling and anal:-~~L' of fish or other aquatic 
organisms~ if done pro"(:rly. datA from such 
sampling am he used ir. t1 ~- as~essment o: human 
hc.alth risb frorr ir;_restio; and 1r. the assessment 
o! darr.age.~ to anC: potenti:t] effect.~ on the aquatic 
CCOS\'S terr .. 

The two manual<. in thi.<. set target somewhat 
differen: audiences. The Environmental Evaluation 
Manual is addressed primarily to remedial projec: 
manager& (RPMs) and on-scene coordinalor:. 
(OSCs), whC' are responsible for ensuring a 
thorough evaluation of potential environmental 
eff~ a: sites. The Environmental Evat..a:io~ 
Manua: 1~ not a detailed "how-w• type o: 
guidance, and it does not provide "cookbook' 
approaches for evaluation. lmtead, it identifies 
the kinds o: help tha: RPMs'OSC.~ ~. ·e likel: to 

nee.C and where they rna~ fine. that help. Tne 
manual also provides ar. ovc:-all frameworl: to be 
used ir. considering emironmental eL::.cts. Ar. 
emiror.::Jcntal e\·aJuation metho~: wrnpendiurL 
publishcc hy EP .t. \ Offic~ o: Res~ncr. and 
Devclo;-;ment. Ecoio~·;ca.' AssrssmcnL' o_.' Hc.:.arc.ou.r 
Waszc Sizes: A Ftc:_ aru::· Labo~arory Reference 
Documcn: r;:::p Af6()(i -:.-89(11:::. ). i.~ an impon:mt 
reference tc be usee. \litr, the n;anuaL 

The Human Her.!: I; D·aiuarior: M ar:ua: i~ 
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agencies. state~. or p:ncntralh ;c,~ronsihlc panie.: 
I: also i~ tAr)'.etcc tc :::.rA ~:~:::·. includinf tho~·: 
re..\ponsihlc fo~ TC\iC\\ an:: m·crsi)'.h: o~ ri~t: 
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F;,iJlJ: r:'cnlrf: El'[1iuarior. .'.:crwo:' (Octoocr ; •-:.: ). 
whicl. .. !Jould no ](1:-Jj'.C ht: u~ed. ~nc new ma:~c:al 
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incorporates lessons learned from application of 
the earlier manual and addresses a number of 
issues raised since the earlier manual's publication. 
Issuance of the new manual does not invalidate 
human health risk assessments completed before 
(or in progress at) the publication date. 

The Human Health Evaluation Manual 
provides a basic framework for health risk 
assessment at Superfund sites, as the 
Environmental Evaluation Manual does for 
environmental assessmenL The Human Health 

Evaluation Manual differs, however, by providing 
more detailed guidance on many of the procedures 
used to assess health risk. This additional level 
of detail is possible because of the relatively large 
body of information, techniques, and guidance 
available on human health risk assessment and the 
extensive Superfund program experience 
conducting such assessments for sites. Even 
though the Human Health Evaluation Manuai is 
considerably more specific than the Environmental 
Evaluation Manual, it also is not a "cookbook," 
and proper application of the guidance requires 
substantial expeni.se and professional judgmenL 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as 
amended (CERCLA, or "Superfund"), establishes 
a national program for responding to releases of 
hazardous substances into the environment/ The 
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution 
Contingency Plan (NCP) is the regulation that 
implements CERCLA 2 Among other things, the 
NCP establishes the overall approach for 
determining appropriate remedial actions at 
Superfund sites. The overarching mandate of the 
Superfund program is to protect human health 
and the environment from current and potential 
threats posed by uncontrolled hazardous substance 
releases, and the NCP echoes this mandate. 

To help meet this Superfund mandate, EPA's 
Office of Emergency and Remedial Response has 
developed a human health evaluation process as 
pan of its remedial response program. The 
process of gathering and assessing human health 
risk information described in this manual i~ 

adapted from well-established chemical risk 
assessment principles and procedures (NAS 1983; 
CRS 1983; OSTP 1985). ll is designed to be 
consistent v.ith EPA's published risk assessment 
guideline..' (EPA 1984; EPA 1986a-e; EPA 19SSa: 
EPA 1 9S9a) and other Agency-wide risk 
as~essmcnt policy. The Human Health Evalumior: 
Afanunl revise..<; ;md replace..<> the Supeifunc f!ublzc 
Health E1·alumion Afanual (EPA 1986f').-' It 
incorporates new information and builds on 
scvcra: years of Superfund pror~am experience: 
conductinf risk assessments at hazardous waste 
sites. In addition. the Humar. Health b·aluatior. 
Manun! together with the companion 
Em·iror.mcnwl E1·Dlumim: Manual (EPA 19S9h) 
replaces EPA's 19S:' Endangerment Assessment 
Handbool:, which should no longer he used (sec 
Section 2.2.1 ). 

The goal of the Superfund human health 
evaluation process is to provide a framework for 
developing the risk information necessa!J' to assist 
decision-making at remedial sites. Specific 
objectives of the process are to: 

• provide an analysis of baseline risks4 

and help determine the need for action 
at sites; 

• pro\~de a basis for determining levels 
of chemicals that can remain onsite and 
still be adequately protective of public 
health; 

• prO\~de a basis for comparing potential 
health impacts of various remedial 
alternatives; and 

• provide a consistent process for 
evaluating and documenting public health 
threats at sites. 

The human health evaluation process 
described in this manual is an integral pan of the 
remedial response process defined hy CERCLA 
and the NCP. The risk information generated by 
the human health evaluation process is designed 
to be used in the remedial investigation/feasibility 
study (RlfFS) at Superfund sites. Although risk 
information is fundamental to the RLFS and to 

the remedial response program in general, 
Superfund site experience: has Jed EPA to balance: 
the need for information v.'ith the need to take 
action a: sites quickly and to streamline the 
remedial process. Revisions proposed w the NCP 
m 19f:S reflect EPA program management 
principles intended w promote the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the remedial response process. 
Chief among these principles is a bias for action. 
EPA's Guida!lcc _(or Conducting Rcmedin{ 
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Investigations and Feasibility Srudies Under 
CERCU (EPA 1988b) also was revised in 19SS 
to incorporate management initiative.•• designee to 
streamline the RIJFS process and to make 
information collection activities during the RI 
more efficient. The Risk Assessment Guidance for 
Superfund, of which this Human Health Evaluation 
Manual is Volume !,5 has been developed to 
reflect the emphasis on streamlining the remedial 
process. The Human Health Evaluatior. Manual 
is a companion document to the RifFS guidance. 
11 provide~ ~ basic framework for developing 
health risk information at Superfund sites and also 
give5 specific guidance on appropriate methods 
anc data to U!>C. Users of the Human Health 
E~aluation Manual should be familiar with the 
RL'FS guidance, as well as with other guidances 
referenced throughout later chapters of this 
manual. 

The Human Health Evaluation Manual is 
addressed pnmarily to the individuals actually 
conducting human health evaluations for sites 
(frequently contractors to EPA, othe~ federal 
agencies, states, or potentially responsible parties). 
h also is targeted to EPA staff responsible for 
review anc oversight of risk assessments (e.g., 
technical staff in the refions) and those 
responsible for ensuring an adequate evaluation of 
human healtt: risks (i.e., remedial project 
rn "!Pagers, or RPMs). Althougt. the terms r-isk 
assessor ar.d n~.!: assessment reviewer arc used in 
thi~ rr.anual, i: i: emphasized that they gene;ally 
refer 10 team~ of individuals in appropril:lte 
discipline~ (e.g.. toxicologists. chemists, 
hydrologists, engineers). h is recommended that 
an appropriate team of scientists anc engineers be 
assembicd for the human ht;a\th evaluation at 
each specific site. l1 i~ the responsibiLty of 
RPMs, alo:~g with the Jeader5 of human health 
evaluation teams, to match the scientific: support 
they deem appropri.Hc will: the resources at their 
disposal. 

Individuals having dificrent level~ of scientific 
trainin£ and experience are like!~ w use the 
mam:::J in designing. conducting. and reviewing 
hum:m he:.lth C\'aluations. Because assumptions 
<!nd judgments are re~uired in many pans Oi tile 
analysis, :::f indi\idu;d~ conducting the evaluation 
are key clement~ :r. the process. Tht manual is 
not imcndcl tc i!lSt~uc: non-technical personnel 
how to pcrforn~ t~..:lmical C\'alu:nions, nor to allow 

professionals trained in one discipline to perform 
the work of another. 

KEY PLAYERS IN SUPERFUND 
SITE RISK ASSESSMENT/ 

RISK MANAGEMENT 

Risl: Assessor. The individual or Jean: o! individuals 
who actually organiz.es and analyzes sitt: data. develops 
exposure and risJ; calculations, and prepares human 
health evaluauon (i.t .. risk .assessment) repons. Risk 
assessors for Superfund sitcsfR:quently are contractors 
to .EPA, other federal agenCies, ~tatcs, or potentially 
responsible panics. 

Risk A'l~men: Reviewer. The individual or team of 
individuals within an EPA rq!ion who provid cs techmcal 
ovc:night and quality assurancx: :review of human health 
evaluation activities. 

Remedial Project Manager (RPM). The individual who 
manages and oversees all Rl/FS activities, including the 
:human beallh evaluation, for a site. The RPM is 
responsible Ior ensurin~; .adequate evaluation of human 
health risks and [or determining the leve: of resour= 
to be committed to the .human health evaluation. 

Risk Manager. The individual or group .or individuals 
wbo serves .as primDJ!' decision-maker for a sile, 
generally regional Superfund management in 
consuhation with thC' RPM and memben of the 
tc-::hnicat stafi. The identity of the risk manager may 
d.~fe~ !rom region to region and for siteoo of varyin~ 
complexity. 

The Human Health E~·aluarion 111anual 
admittedly cannot addres!'. all site circumstances. 
t.;~er!'. of the: manual must exercise h.:~hnical and 
managcmcn: jud£ment, and sh:JUid consult with 
EPA re£iona1 risk assessment com:1;:ts anc 
appropriate headquarters staff when encountering 
unusual or particularly comp1ex techniG:~l issues. 

The first three chapters of this m;:nu:~l 

provide bad:gwund inforn~ation to help plaa: the 
humar. health ev:tluation process ir. the context of 
the s~perfund remedial process. '}'his chapter 
(Chapter 1) summarize.<; the human health 
evalua:ion pro..:ess during the RI/FS. 1l1c three 
main pans of this process -· b:~seline risk 
asscssmcm. refinement of preliminary remediation 
gcals. and remedJal alternatives risk evaluation 
-- are described in detail in suhscquent ch:.~ptcrs. 

Chapter ~ discusses in a more general way the 
role of risk iniormatior in the 0\'Crall Superfund 



remetlial program hy focusing on the statutes, 
regulations, and guidance relevant to the human 
health evaluation. Chapter 2 aiso identifies and 
contrasts Superfund studies relatetl to the human 
health evaluation. Chapter 3 discusses issues 
related to planning for the human health 
evaluation. 

1.1 OVERVIE\V OF THE HlTh1AN 
HEALTH EVALUATION 
PROCESS IN THE RI/FS 

Section 300.430 of the proposed revised NCP 
reiterate:; that the purpos~ of the remedial process 
is to implement remedies that reduce, control, or 
eliminate risk.~ to hurn;,n health and the 
environment. The remedial investigation and 
feasibility study (Rl!FS) is the methodology that 
!he Superfund program has established for 
~r;aracterizing the nature and extent of risks posetl 
by uncontrolled hazardous waste sites and for 
developing and evaluating remedial options. The 
1986 amendments to CEkCLA reemphasized the 
original statutory mandate that remedies meet a 
threshold requirement to protect human health 
and the environment and that they be cost
effective, while adding new emphasis to the 
permanence of remedies. Because the Rl/FS is an 
analytical process designed to support risk 
management decisiun-making for Superfund sites, 
the assessment o: h~lth and environmental risl; 
play~ an essenti:J: rvie in the RJ.fFS. 

This manu~. provides guidance on the human 
h:::alth evaluatior. activities that are conducted 
during the Rl/FS. Tnc three basic pans of the 
Rl.'FS human healtli evaluatior. are: 

(]) baseline risl: assessment (described in 
P:.tn A of thi~ manual): 

(2) refinement of preliminary remediation 
goab (Part L): and 

(3) rcmcdi:!~ altcrnativcs risk C\'aluati~m 
(!Jan C :. 

Because thesL· ri~k information acti\'itic~ arc 
intL:~twincd with the Rl;FS. this sc.::tion dcscrit1e~ 
thost acti\'itie~ in the c,mtcxt of the Rl.'F5 
procc~:,_ 11 rci:1tc.- the thrce pans of the humar 
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health evaluation to the stages of the RIJFS, 
which are: 

• project scoping (hciore the Rl); 

• site characterization (Rl;: 

• establishment of remedial action 
objectives (FS); 

• development and screenin,g of 
alternatives (FS); and 

• detailed analysis of alternatives (FS). 

Although the Rl/F5 process and related risl: 
information activities arc presented in a fashion 
that makes the steps appear sequential and 
distinct, in practice the proces~ is highly 
interactive. ln fact, the Rl and FS are conducted 
concurrently. Data collected in the Rl i~fluences 
the development of remetlial alternatives in the 
FS, which ir. turn affects the data needs and scope 
of treatability studies and additional field 
investigations. The RI/FS should be viewed as a 
flexible process that can and should he tailored to 
specific circumstances and information needs of 
individual sites, not as a rigid approach thin must 
:,t: conducted identically at every site. Likewise, 
the human health evaluation process described 
here should be viewcc the same way. 

Two concepts arc essential to the phased 
Rl/FS approach. First, initial data collection 
efforts develop a general understanding of the site. 
Subsequent date collection effort focuses on fillinf 
prc\iously unidentified gaps in the understandinf 
o' siK ::haractcristics and gathering information 
nL:ccssary to C\'aluatc remedial alternatives. 
Second, key dat:.. needs should he identific( :.:~ 

early in the proces~ as pnssiblc 10 ensure tJ•al 
data coliection is alway~ directed toward providing 
information relevant w selection of a remedial 
action. ln thi!' w;.~y, the overall site 
characterization effort CJn he continually scopcc 
to minimize the collectior. of unnecessary data and 
ma)::mizc data quality. 

The Rl/FS prm·ides dccis1• ':;-makers with c 
te;:~lni;,:;,!l C\'alu:1tion of the threat~ ;oosed at a site. 
a ch:n·acteriz:nion of the po;en:ial routes of 
e::·>~1~ure. an assessment of rcm,:cial alternatives 
(i~.~iudmg their relative :Jd\·antagcs and 
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disadvantages), and an analysis of the trade-offs in 
selecting one alternative over another. EPA's 
interim final Guidance for Conducting Remedial 
Jnvcszigatio~ and Feasibility Studies under 
CERCLA (EPA 1988b) provides a detailed 
structure for the RifFS. The RifFS guidance 
provides further background that is helpful in 
understanding the place of the human health 
evaluation in the Rl!FS process. The role that 
risk information plays in these stages of the Rl!FS 
is described below; additional background can bt: 
founc in the Rl/FS guidance and in a summary of 
the guidance found ir. Chapter 2. Exhibit 1-:: 
illustrates the RifFS process. showing where in tht 
pro~ess risk information i!- g:.~thered anci analyzed. 

1.1.1 PROJECr SCOPING 

The purpose of project scoping is to define 
more specifically the appropriate type and e>."tent 
of investigation and analysis tha~ should be 
undertaken for a given site. During scoping, to 
assist in evaluating the possible impacts of releases 
from the site on human health and the 
environment, a conceptual model of the site 
should he established, considering. in a qualitative 
manner the sources of contamination. potential 
pathwa~ of exposure. and potential receptOrs. 
(Scoping is also the starting point for the risk 
assessment, durin,t: which exposure pathwa~ are 
identified in the conceptual model for further 
investigation and q~~:·. :ification.) 

J>RO.IECT SCOPING 

rro~r.;m expcnencc: ha~ shown that scopin:; j~ a \'CI"\" 

impxt~nt step lc~ th<: humaE he;:!:! ·:'•:Jluation pruccs;, 
;nh .. oc)t:: the he:allh and envirrmn1c::l ... C\'.aluatior~ tc;uns. 
n~:.:C H· ~et ,-vo!vcd ln the RJ,;~·~ r;uring lhe scoptnf 
slafC. !'J.anninr for s1tc G:Jl:: collc-:tinn ;•cli\'itu:;:-- i!>. 

necc:;san lo fcK·u: the hum:n. ht:altL evalu:1lion l=m" 
environmental ('\·;Jiu:llion·.l o:- t!J(· mmmJUm amount o! 

. s;,m,d:~; into:n .. o~ion m ordc· l• · meet 11mc: and budge: 
r:•:l:.:~~:!r.l~. v.-Jult :;: thC' ~·;!me 11mc- cn~urin~ th:tt cnou~h 
1' ·.·~r:.:.t>0f." f:l111Cro.:c L r.s~::s; n~k: ncicqu3tcly (Sec 
·_:,,;,~~<·: 3 for infr>rm:.:ton or. piannin~ th:: hun::m health 
t-.-;~iu::~ :.JJ;. ·, 

The preliminary characterization during 
project scoping is initially developed v.'ith readily 
available information and is refined as additional 
data are collected. The main objectives of scoping 
are to identify the types of decisions that need to 
be made, to determine the types (including 
quantity and qualit:•) of data needed, and to 
design efficient studies to :ollect these data. 
Potential site-specific modeling activities should 
be discussed at initial scopinr meetin~ to ensure 
that modelinr results will supplement the sampli;.g 
dat<. and effectively suppon risk assessment 
activities. 

1.1.2 SITE CHARACTERIL.ATIOK (Rl) 

During site characterization. the sampling and 
analysis plan developed during projec: scoping is 
implemented and fielc data are collected and 
analyzed to determme the nature and extent of 
threats to human health and the environment 
posed by :. site. The major components of site 
characteri::atior. are: 

• collection and analysis of field data to 
cnaracterize the site; 

• developmcn: of a baseline risk 
a!'sessmem for both potential human 
health effects and potential 
environn:ental effects: and 

• treatability .>tudics, a5 approp:iare. 

Part of the human health cv~duation. the 
haselinc risl: assessment (Part A 0; this manual) 
i~ an analysis of :ilc potcnti:,: adverse health 
cflect~ (current or luture) e<~uscd tly haz:1rdous 
s~l,,:~nc(· rclc:.scs from <; site in the :1bsc·.:c of 
an:, actilm~ tu control or mi:ifatc thcs:. n.:kasc~ 

(i.e .. under an assumptior. o: no action). :ile 
baseline nsl: assessment contributes to the site 
characterization anc subsequent development. 
e\'aluation, and sclccuon of appropr::l!C response 
altcrn:lli\'CS. The results of the l.::~c~:ne risk 
;;~scssmcnt arc used tc: 

heir dctcrmm:. whether addnional 
rcsjhl!lSe a::tion i5 ncccss:.~ry at thl' site: 

• modify prclimin:try remcc::nion goals: 
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RISK INFORMATION ACTIVITIES IN THE RI/FS PROCESS 

Rrvie"· data 
collected 
in site 
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Revie"· 
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data 
collection 
plan~ 

Fonnulate 
preliminary 
remedi:~tion 

goals (PRGs) 

Dt'tennint· 
lt-,·el of 
eflort for 
b<~st·lim· risk 
as.4t~SSnlent 

Sit to 
U1<1rarteri:zAttion 

IRJ, 

Conduct 
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risl.. 
assessment 

RI/FS: 
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Refine 
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on risk 
assessment and 

ARAR.• 
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Condurt risk 
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rt'mt'dial 
all~rnati"t>< 



• help support selection of th{ ·no-action· 
remedial alternative, where appropriate; 
and 

• document the magnitude of risk at a 
site, and the primary causes of that risk. 

Baseline risk assessments are site-specific and 
therefore may vary in both detail and the extent 
to which qualitative and quantitative analyses are 
used, dependinf on the complexity and particular 
circumstaPces o; tht site, as well as the availability 
of applicable o~ relevant and appropriate 
requirements (ARARs) and other criteria, 
aa-.isories, and guidanc::. After an initial plannin£ 
stage (described more fully in Chapter 3). there 
are four steps in the baseline risk assessment 
process: data collectior: and analysis; exposure 
assessment; toxicity assessment; and risl: 
characterization. Each step is described briefl~ 
below and presented ir. Exhibit 1-2. 

Data collection and evaluation involves 
gathe:in& and analyzing the site data relevant to 
the human health evaluation and identifyinf the 
substances present at the site that are the focus 
of the risk assessment process. (Chnpters ~ and 
5 address data collection and evaluation.) 

An exposure assessment is conducted to 
estimate the magnitude of actual and/or potential 
human exposures, the frequency and duratior. of 
these exposures, anG the pathw:1ys by which 
humans are potentially el,:posec. ln the exposure 
assessment. reasonable maximum estimates of 
e.-posure are developed for both current and 
:uture land-use as~umptions. Curren: exposure 
estimates arc usee w dete~minc whether a threa~ 
exist~ t>ased on exi~:inl= ex!'0sure c:mditiom a1 the 
site. Future exposure estimate~ arc used tO 

provijt. decision-maker: witt. an understanding of 
potential future exposure..<. and threat.<. anc inciude 
a qualitative e~;Jm4lte of the likelihood of such 
exposures occurring. Conductinf: :m e::posurc 
asscssmen~ in\'olves analyzing contaminant 
releases; idemifying exposed populations: 
idcntifyin& all potcnti<:.: ra•hways of exposure: 
estimating cxp(~sure polll: wnccnuatiom for 
specific pathway~. based hOlh on cn\'ironmema; 
monitoring dat<: and prcdictin· chemical modeling 
results; and estimating contaminan; intake~ for 
specific pa:hways. The results of this assessmc-:: 
an: pathway-specific intake~ for current anc' future 

cxposur~ w individual substances. (Chapter 6 
addresses exposure assessment.) 

The toxicit\' assessment component of the 
Superfund baseline risi: assessment considers: (1) 
the types o: adverse health effect" associated with 
chemical exposures; (2) the relationship between 
magnitude of exposure and adverse effects; and (3) 
related uncertainties such as the weight of 
evidence of a particular chemical's carcinogenicity 
in human:>. Typically, the Superfund site risk 
assessmcnu. rely hea\'ily on existing tox1city 
information developed on specific ch~micals. 

To,.;city assessment for contaminants found at 
Superfund sites is generally accomplished in two 
steps: hazard identification and dose-response 
assessment. The first step, hazard identification, 
is the process of determining whether exposure to 
an agent can cause an increase in the incidence of 
an adverse health effect (e.g., cancer, birth defect). 
Hazard identificatior. also involves characterizing 
the nature and strength of the evidence of 
causation. The second ster. dose-resp~nse 

evaluation. is the proces!: of quantitatively 
evaluating the toxicity ir,formation and 
characterizing the relationship between the dose 
of the coraaminant a:Jministert·d or rcc~ived and 
the incidence of adverse bcalth effe::·· in the 
exposed population. From this quantit~i.Jvc dose
response relationship, toxicity values are uerived 
that can be used to estimate the incidc:-~ce of 
adverse effect~ occurring in humans at different 
exposun· levels. (Chaptc:- 7 addressc~ toxicitY 
assessrn en t.) 

The risk characterization summarizes and 
comhme~ output~ of the exposurt anc toxicity 
a~sessrnent~ w char:tcterize baseline risk. l1oth in 
quantitative expr:.:~sion~ and qualit:Jti\·;: statements. 
Durinf risk ci;:J>ach.:r:::.:.nior:. c:t·.:mical-specific 
toxicit; inlormatior. i~ comp:uec agains1 bOlt 
measured contaminant exposure !l'vcb and those 
level~ predicted throu&h fate ;md t:-anspon 
modeling :\ determine whether curr:.:nt or future 
level~ at o; ncar the site an: o: potcnu:ll conn·;;,. 
(Chapter S addrcsse~ risL ch:.:ract eri~, i.i<lH.) 

The level of effor: required to conduct a 
h:t<dinc risl: as~:.:s:,men: ~cpcnds large!; ot: the 
complexity pf tht· sit:_. lr. situ~llion.< where lht 
result' of the hasclim risk assessmcn: indica,, 
that tht· site pJse~ little n; n0 threat to hum:.tr 
hc:dir. o; the envir0nment and that no further (O; 
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EXHIBIT 1-2 

PART A: BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT 

Data Collection and 
E,·aluation 

• Gather and analyu relenmt 
site data 

• ldentif~· potential cb~micals of 
conct>rn 

,, 
Exposure Assessment 

Analyu contaminant releases 

ldentif~ exposed populations 

ldentif~· potential exposure 
pathwaY!. 

Estimar .. exposu'"" 
conct>nlralions for pathways 

Estimate contaminant intakes for 
pathways 

I 
I 

Risk Characterization 

• Characteriu potential for adve~ 
health eiTt>eL< to occur 

E.•timate cancer risk.< 

Estimatt' noncancer haz.ard 
quoti .. nL< 

• £,·alualr uncertain!)· 

• Summariu risk infonnation 

, 
Toxicity Assessment 

• Collt>et qualitatiw and 
quanlitali>'e toxici~· infonnation 

• Detennint- appropriate toxici~ 
value5 



Page 1-8 

limited) action will be necessary, the FS should be 
scaled-down as appropriate. 

The documents developed during site 
characterization include a brief preliminary site 
characterization summary and the draft Rl repon, 
which includes either the complete baseline risk 
assessment report or 4l summai)' of it. The 
preliminai)' site characterization summai)' may be 
used to assist in identification of ARARs and may 
provide the Apency for ToXJc Substance..<; and 
Disease Registry (A TSDR) wiUJ the cata necessary 
to prepare it! health assessment (cifferent fTom 
baseline risk assessment or other EPA human 
health evaluation activities; see Chapter 2). The 
draft Rl report i!'- prepared after the completion 
of the baseline risk assessment, often along with 
the drafi FS report. 

1.1.3 FEASIBILITI' STUDY 

The purpose of the feasibility study is to 
provide the decision-maker with an assessment of 
remedial alternatives, includinf their relative 
strengths and weaknesses, and the trade-offs in 
selecting one alternative over another. The FS 
process involves developmg a reasonable range of 
alternatives and analyzing these alternatives in 
detail using nine evaluation criteria. Because the 
Rl and FS are conducted concurrently. this 
development and analysis of alternatives is an 
inter:.:ctive pwcess in which potential alternatives 
and rer.1ediation goai~ are continually refinee as 
additior;aJ information from the Rl becomes 
availab;~·-

L.;wblishing protecth·e remedial action 
ohjcctivc~. T!Jt fJTSt .s1ep in the FS proxs~ 
involve~ de .. ·clopinf remcdi3] ac1ion oh_icctive:. tha: 
address cont<.J!l:inanL<. an.:.: media of concern. 
potential exposure pathways. m.d prelimina:-y 
remediation go;;b. Under the proposed revised 
NCP anc the inteJJm Rl/FS guidance, preliminary 
remcuJ:.:ic:- go:1i~ typically arc formulatee first 
durir!~ ;'m_!t:Ct scopinr or concurrent with initial 
R1 acti\·nie~ ri.c.. D:-io:- w completion of the 
baselmc risl: ;,~"~ssmcnt l. The preliminary· 
remediation goal~ arc therefore base£ initiaiJ) on 
readily :n·:1ilahk ;iJcmie<Jj specific Ah.ARs (e.f. .. 
rr:aximurr. c0ntam;n:Jn1 level~ (MCL.s) fw drinkillf 
w:ller J. Prelimio.ary· remediation goals fo~ 

individual su~)stance~ arc refined or confirm:.:C at 
the cunclusion of the baseline: risk assessment 

(Part B of this manual addresses the refinement 
of preliminary remediation goals). These refined 
preliminai)' remediation goals are based both on 
risk assessment and on chemical-specific ARARs. 
Thus, they are intended to bt protective and to 
comply with ARAR~. The analytical approach 
used to develop these refined goals involves: 

• identifying chemical-specific ARARs; 

• identifying levels based on risl: 
assessment where chemical-specific 
ARAR.<> are not available or situations 
where multiple contaminants or multiple 
exposurt pathways make ARARs not 
protective: 

• identifying non-substance-specific goals 
for e>.:posure pathways (if necessary); and 

• determining a refined preliminary 
remediation goal that is protective of 
human health fo; all substance/exposure 
pathway combinations being addressed. 

Devclopmenl :md screening of alternatives. 
Once remedial a~tion obiectivcs have been 
developed, gene:-:: response actions. such as 
treatment, contammc:u, excavation, pumping. or 
other actioru: that may be 1~~ l;cn to satisfy thosl: 
objectives should be developed. ln th' proces~ of 
developin& alternative.' for remedial :J::tior. at a 
site. two imponanl a:-;ivitics wkc piacc. First, 
volume.~ o~ area~ oi wa~1~ or cnvirunmcmal media 
that nec.c to h~· addressed h" the remedial acuon 
an- determined by informatiur. or: the nature illlC 

extcJll of contamination, ALARs. chemie<ll-snPcific 
c::-.·.· ·nmenlal fate and to::icity mfor;.;:liJOn, and 
enpn~ering an:1ly~es. Sewn d. thc rc:"' Jl'tii:!l ac! un 
~Jternativcs anc associated techn, •lo_!'i.:s arc 
screened to idcntih· those th:l: would hc cficctive 
for the contaminant~ and mecli~ of interest at the 
site. The ink·mation developed in these 'WO 

activilic:: i~ u:<~ in :Jssemhlinf tccnnologic~ imo 
altern::::\·~~ i(•' the site as a whole or io~ a 
spcci:1~ o:··-:::::•ic unit. 

~he Suptrfund progran: has IDll_!' rcrmlltec 
rc.ttcdia~ llCtion~ to he s::1~L·d throt:;:L mullipic 
operable uniu.. Oper(!hk lmit~ ar, discrete 
action~ that comprise incrementa: steps toward the 
Lna} rcm..O:-. Operahle units m:l\ l'~ actior.~ thai 
com;~:ctcl: addre.s~ ;, geographic;!' :•drtion of a site 



or a specific site problem (e.g., drums and tanks, 
contaminated ,;round w<ner) or the emirc site. 
Operable units include interim actions (e.g., 
pumping and treating of ground water 10 retard 
plume migration) that must be followed by 
sunsequent actions 10 fully addres~ the scope of 
the problem (e.g., final ground-water operable 
unit that defines the remediation goals and 
restoration timeframe). Such operable units may 
be taken in response to a pressing problem that 
·will worsen if unaddressed, or because there is an 
opportunity to undertake <1 limited action that will 
achieve significam :-isl: reduction quickly. Tht 
appropriateness of dividing remedial actiom into 
operable units is determined hy considering the 
interrelationship of !;ite problems and the need or 
desire to initiate actiom. quickly. To the degree 
that site problc~m are interrclatcc, it may be most 
appropriate to <lddress tht: problems together. 
However, where problems are reasonably 
separable, phased responses implementccl through 
a sequence of operable units may promote more 
rapid risk reduction. 

Ir: situatiom where numerous potential 
remedial altern<1tives are initially developed, i: may 
be necessa~· to screen the alternatives to narrow 
the list to be evaluated in detail. Such screening 
aids in streamlinin,g the feasibility study while 
ensuring that the most promising alternative~ arc 
being considered. 

Detailed analysis of alternatives. During th.:: 
detaiicd analysis. each a1tcrn:1 uw i~ assessed 
againsl sp:::::ific cvaiuation critcri<: a!', tile results 
of thi~ as~cssmcnt arrayed such thai comparisom 
between ahcrn;::ive~ can he mad,· and key trade
off.· ;.Jcntificd. ''inc C'.:du:nion critcri: .. some of 
whi..:h arc rc:::tc::: to hcman hc:dtll C\·a]u:lliun and 
ri::.L. ha\'C been den~lopcd 1c :tddre:.:· st:t:utory 
rceuircmcnt' :!~ we!! a~ addiuon;.~J tc;:hnic.::· and 
pClilc-:- con:--i:krati~,n~ that ha\-c pro\'cn to he 
important for ~~lectin~ amon~ n:medial 

· altcrn:Jti\'c: .. Tiles, c\·aJu:ilior. criteria. willch arc 
identiftcc :md discus~cd iL the inlc~im fma1 Rl:'FS 
guidance, scrw as the basi!:- for C(':lductin1C the 
dct:lill'd an::lvsc~ durinf the F:' and for 
subsc~ ucmly sc k..:: :Df :1 n :tpp~(';'ri::; ,. rcmedi:t: 
acu:,r.. The nine C\·aluatim: .·ritcri:: arc a~ 

fu:i0w:<: 

(:, m-cr:tll F·*·ction of human health and 
the cn\·i;;._'Lr!H..:nt: 

Pare j-<J 

(2) compliance ·with ARARs (unless waiver 
applicable); 

(3) long-term effectiveness and permanence; 

(4) reduction of toxicity. mohili~, or volume 
through the usc of treatment; 

(5) shon-term effectiveness; 

(6) implementahility; 

(7) cost; 

(g 1 state acceptance; and 

(9) community acceptance. 

Risl: information i~- required at the detailed 
analysis stage of the RifFS so that each ahernative 
can be evaluated in rel:!tion to the relevant NC? 
remedy selection criteri:!. 

The detailed analysis must, according to the 
proposed NCP, include an evaluation of each 
alternative against the nine criteria. The first two 
criteria (i.e., overall protectiveness and compliance 
with ARARs) arc threshold detcrminatiom and 
must he met hcforc a remedy can be selected. 
Evaluation of the overall protectiveness of an 
alternative <iurin,t:. the RifFS should focus. or: how 
a specific allcrnativc achieves prmcctior: over time 
and lww site ri~k~ arc reduccc. 

The next fn•c criteria 1 number~ 3 tlnou_('L ..., ' 
arc primary balancing critcri::. The last two 
; number~ ~ and 9) arc Cl'::sidercd modifying 
criteria, ;.~nc! risk information docs not pl:jy c. 
dircc: role in the :n:::iv~1:; of thl'IJ.. ( 1: the !we 
prim:.tr; halancinf' cri;nic.. risk inform:ttit~n ::- of 
p:lrticul;.~r imponan~· n: the ar;:d~·~i~ of 
cfk:ctivenc:;~ and pcrm:mcncc. Anaiysi~ o: long
term cficctivcnc~~ and pcrr:;:mcncc involve!:- an 
n·:Jiuation ;': :i1c 'L·~uit.' n: :1 rl'mcdial ac:1or. Jr: 

tL·~m~ nf rc~illu:t: ~:sk :n tlic sttl· :lacr rcsp,lDS( 
obicciivc~ bavc h::cn met. .A. prim:::\· foet.:~ oi thi~ 
eY;!l::;:tiOil i~ :ill' cffccti\CDCS~ Of the COI1l! ,\b th3l 
wil: l·l· a!'!'llcli Ill man:tgc ~isl: posed l'Y neatmcnt 
rc~Il:~:al~ ::nd'or an\· untrc:!led w:tstcs th::t m:1\· he . . 
icl: t'I~ the site.::~ well a~ the YO!umc and nature 
(\' ::,:tl m:ncrial. It shouk also cnns1dcr the 
p,oJ,·nti:tl im:1:l::-ls on hum:tn hc:tlth anc the 
Cl1\ twnmcn; ~lhJU]d th,· rcmcJ\ f::i:. Ar. 
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evaluation of short-term effectiveness addresses 
the impacts of the alternative during the 
construction and implementation phru.e until 
remedial response objectives will be met. Under 
this criterion, alternatives should be evaluated with 
respect to the potential effects on human health 
and the environment during implementation of the 
remedial action and the length of time until 
protection iE achieved. 

1.2 OVERALL ORGANIZATION OF 
THE MA.N"UAL 

The nex1 two chapters present additional 
background material for the human health 
evaluation process. Chapter 2 discusses statutes, 
regulations, guidance, and studies relevant to the 
Superfund human health evaluation. Chapter 3 
discusses issues related to planning for the human 
health evaluation. The remainder of the manual 
iE organized by the three parts of the human 
health evaluation process: 

• the baseline risk assessment is covered 
in Pan A of the manual (Chapters 4 
through 10); 

• refinement of preliminary remediation 
goals is covered in Part B of the manual 

(not included as part ot this interim final 
version); and 

• the risk evaluation of remedial 
alternatives is covered in Pan C of the 
manual (not included as pan of this 
interim final version). 

Chapters 4 through 8 provide detailed 
technical guidance for conducting the steps of a 
baseline risk assessment, and Chapter 9 provides 
documentation and review guidelines. Chapter 10 
contains additional guidance specific to baseline 
risk assessment for sites contaminated v.'ith 
radionuclides. Sample calculations, sample table 
formats, and references to other guidance are 
provided throughout the manual. All material is 
presented both in technical terms and in simpler 
text. It should be stressed that the manual is 
intended to be comprehensive and to provide 
guidance for more situations than usually are 
relevant to any single site. Risl: assessors need 
not use those parts of the manual that do not 
apply to their sne. 

Each chapter in Part A includes a glossary of 
acronyms and definitions of commonly used terms. 
The manual also includes two append;ces: 
Appendix A provides technical guidance for 
making absorption adjustments and Appendix B 
is an index. 

-
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ENDNOTES FOR CHAPTER I 

1. References made to CERCLA throughout this document should be imerpreted as meanint "CERCLA. a~ amended by the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA)." 

2. 40 CFf.. Pan 300. Proposed revisions to the NCI' were published on December 21, 1988 (53 Federal Register 51394). 

3. The term "public health evaluation" was introducet! in the previous risk assessment guidance (EPA 1986f) to describe the assessment 
of chemical releas~ from a site and the analysi~ of public health threats resulting from th05C releases, and Superfund site risl: assessment 
studi~ often an: referred to as public health evaluatio~. or PH&. The term "PHE" should be replaced t.:· whicheve~ o! the three p:.ru 
o~ the revise(' human health evaluation proces.< is appropriate: "baseline risk assessment," "do:umentatior, of pn:hminai;>· remediation 
goah." or "J'UJ evaluation of remedial all.:matives." 

4. Baseline nsKI are risks that mij:ht exist if no remediation or institutional controls were apphc:l at a sill'. 

5. Volume I: o! tht: Risk Assessmen! Guidanet· tn· Superfund i: the Environmenial Evaluatior; Manual (El' A 1989b), whiclo provid~ 
guidance for the analysil; of potenlial environmental (i.e., not human health) eflects at sites. 
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CHAPTER 2 

STATUTES, REGULATIONS, 
GUIDANCE, AND 

STUDIES RELEVANT TO 
THE HU:MAN HEALTH 

EVALUATION 

This chapter briefly describes the statutes, 
regulations, guidance, and studies related to the 
human health evaluation process. The 
descriptions focus on aspects of these documents 
most relevant to human health evaluations and 
show how recent revisions to the documents bear 
upon tbe human health evaluation process. 
Section 2.1 describes the follov.'ing documents that 
govern the human health evaluation: 

• the Comprehensive Em'ironmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liabilit)' 
Act of 1980 (CERCLA, or Superfund) 
and the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA.); 

• the National Oil and Hazardous 
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 
(National Contingency Plan, or NCP); 

• Guidance fo.· Conducting Remedial 
Jm•esrigations anti FeasibiliTy Srudies Under 
CERCLA (RVFS guidance); 

• CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws 
Manual (ARARs guidance); and 

• Superfund Exposure Assessment Manual 
(SEAM). 

Exrubit 2-1 shows the relationship of these 
statutes, regulations, and guidances governing 

human health evaluation. ln addition. Section 
2.2 identifies and briefly describes other Superfund 
studies related to, and sometimes confused with, 
the RIJFS human health evaluation. The types of 
studies discussed are: 

• endangerment assessments; 
• ATSDR health assessments; and 
• A TSDR health studies. 

2.1 STATUTES, REGULATIONS, 
A.l'\D GUIDANCE GOVER.NI~G 
HU:MA..~ HEALTH 
EVALUATIO~ 

This section describes the major Surcrfund 
lav.-s and program documenL~ relevant 10 the 
human health evaluation process. 

2.1.1 CERCLo\ k'\'D SARo\ 

In 1980, Congres5 enacted the Comprehensive 
En.,.ironmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) (4: l.J.S.C. 9601 et seq.), 
commonly called Superfund. in response to the 
danger.; posed ~y sudden or othernisc 
uncontrolled releases of haz..ardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants into the environment. 
CERCL.<\ authorized $1.6 billion over five year.; 
fo; a comprehensive program to clean up the 
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EXHIBIT 2-1 

RELATIONSHIP OF DOCUJ\fENTS GOVERNING 
HUMAN HEALTH EVALUATION 

Statutes 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensat1on. and Liability Act of 1980 

(CERCLA. or Superfund) 

Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) 

Regulation ("Blueprint" for 
Implementing the Statutes) 

National Oil anc Hazardous Substances 
PollutJOn ContF .;:ency Plan ~'2P) 

Guidance 

Rl/FS Guidance 

Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS) 
• Hum<Jn Hcal\h Ev~:uatJon Manual (HHEM) 
• EnvJTonmental EvaluatJOn M<Jnual (EEM) 

ARARs Guidance 

Superfund Exposure A.ssessrr.ent ~1anual (SE.~\1) 
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worst abandoned. or inacr1ve waste sites in the 
nation. CERCLA funds used to establish and 
administer the cleanup program are derived 
primarily from taxes on crude oil and 42 different 
commercial chemicals. 

The reauthorization of CERCLA is known 
as the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act (SARA), and was signed by 
the President on October 1i, 1986. (All further 
references to CERCLA in this appendix should be 
interpreted as "CERCLA as amended by SARA") 
These amendments provided $8.5 billion for the 
cleanup program and an additional $500 million 
for cleanup of leaks from underground storage 
tanks. Under SARA. Congress strengthened 
EPA's mandate to focu.<- on permanent cleanups 
at Superfund sites, invOJve the public in decision 
processes at sites, and encourage states and 
federally recognize{) Indian tribes to actively 
participate as partners with EPA to address these 
sites. SARA expanded EPA's research, 
development (especially in the area of alternative 
technologies), and training responsibilities. SARA 
also strengthened EPA's enforcement authority. 
The changes to CERCLA sections 104 (Response 
Authorities) and 121 (Cleanup Standards) have 
the greatest impact on the RI!FS process. 

Cleanup standards. Section 121 (Cleanup 
Standards) states a strong preference for remedies 
that are highly reliable and provide long-term 
protection. ln addition to the requirement for 
remedies to be both protective o: humar: health 
and the environment and cost-effective, other 
remedy selection considerations in section 1~1(b) 
include: 

• a preference for remedial actions that 
employ (3S a princip:.~l elemem of the 
action) treatment that permanently and 
significant)~· re{)uces the volume, toxicit~. 
or mobilit: of hazardous substances, 
pollutants, and contaminants; 

• offsite transport and disposa: ·without 
treatment as the least favored alternative 
where practiCJblc treatment technologies 
are availahlc; cnc' 

• the ncec to asses~ the use of alternative 
trcatmcn: tech;wlogies or resource 
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reoovel)· tec;hnologies and use them to 
the maximum extent practicable. 

Section 121(c) of CERCLA requires a 
periodic review of remedial actions, at least every 
five years after initiation, for as long as hazardous 
substances, pollutants, or contaminan~ that may 
pose a threat to human health or the environment 
remain at the site. If during a five-year review it 
is determined that the action no longer protects 
human health and the environment, further 
remedial actiom will need to be considered. 

Section 1~1(d)(2)(A) of CERCLA 
incorporates into law the CERCLA Compliance 
Policy, which specifies that Superfund remedial 
actions meet any federal standards, requirements, 
criteria, or limitations that are determined to be 
legally applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements (i.e., ARARs). Also included is the 
new provision that state ARARs must be met if 
they are more stringent than fe{)eral requirements. 
(Section Z.l.4 provides more detail on ARARs.) 

Health-related authorities. Under CERCLA 
section 104(i)(6), the Agency for Toxic Substances 
and Disease Registl)' (A TSDR) is required to 
conduct a hc..allh assessment for every site included 
or proposed for inclu~ion on the National 
Priorities List. The A TS::>R health assessment, 
which is fairly qualitative in nature, shoulc be 
distinguished from the E~ A human health 
evaluation. which is more quantitative. CERCLA 
section 104(i)(5)(FJ state.~ that: 

the term "health assessmcnL,. shall include 
preliminary assessments of the potential risk 
to human health posed hy individual sites and 
facilities, based on such factors as the nature 
anc e>.1ent of contamination. the eJdstence of 
potential pathways of human exposure 
(including ground or surface water 
contamination. air emissions, and food chain 
contamination). the size and potential 
susceptibility of the community within the 
likely pathways of exposure. the comparison 
of expected human exposure levels w the 
shon-term and Jon1'-tcrm hcaltl. effects 
as~ociated with identified h:;zardom 
suhstance..~ and any :!vailable recommended 
e>.--posure or tolerance limiL~ for such 
h~zardous substances. and the comparison of 
existing morbidity and mortality da12 on 
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diseases that may be associated v.ith the 
observed levels of exposure. The 
Administrator of A TSDR shall use 
appropriate data, risk assessments, risk 
evaluations and studies available from the 
Administrator of EPA 

There are purposeful differences between an 
ATSDR health assessment and traditional risk 
assessment. The health assessment is usually 
qualitative, site-specific, and focuses on medical 
and public health perspectives. Ex-posures to site 
contaminants are discussed in terms of especially 
sensitive populations, mechanisms of toxic 
chem1cal action, and possible disease outcomes. 
Risk assessment, the framework of the EPA 
human health evaluation, is a characterization of 
the probability of adverse effects from human 
exposures to environmental hazards. In this 
context, risk assessments differ from health 
assessments in that they are quantitative, chemical
oriented characterizations that use statistical and 
biological models to calculate numerical estimates 
of risk to health. However, both health 
assessments and risk assessments use data from 
human epidemiological investigations, when 
available. and wher. human toxicological data are 
unavai12t :c, rely on the results of animal 
toxicology studi~. 

2.1.2 NA TIO?\AL CONTINGENCY PLAN 
(~~CJ>) 

The National Contingency Plan provide,c; the 
organiL.ationai structure and procedures for 
prep;;.ring for anc: respo!lding to discharge~ of oil 
an:: release~ of hazardous substances. pollutants, 
and comaminant~. The NCP is required h~ 

section 105 of CEi\.CLA and by section 311 of the 
Cican Watc: Act. The current NCP (EPA 19S5) 
wa~ published on l\ovcmber 20. 19SS, and a 
sipr.ifH:antly revised version (EPA 19S8a) was 
prop~scd December 21. 1988 in response to 

SARA. Tnt proTlosed :t\CP i!> organized into the 
followmg subpart:< 

• Su:--par< A -- Introduction 

• Schp:,n B Responsibility and 
Organizatior. for Response 

• Subpart C -- Planning ant Preparedness 

• Subpart D ·- Operational Response 
Phases for Oil Removal 

• Subpart E - Hazardous Substance 
Response 

• Subpart F -- State Involvement in 
Hazardous Substance Response 

• Subpart G -- Trustees for Natural 
Resources 

• Subpart H -- Participation by Other 
Persons 

• Subpart I -- Administrative Record for 
Selection of Response Action 

• Subpart J -- Use of Dispersants and 
Other Chemicals 

Subpart E, Hazardous Substance Response, 
contains a detailed plan covering the entire range 
of authorized activities involved in abating and 
remedying releases or threats of releases of 
hazardous substances, pollutants, and 
comc.minants. It contains provisions for both 
removal and remedial response. The remedial 
response proce,<;s set forth by the proposed NCP 
is a seven-step process, as described below. Risk 
information plays a role in each step. 

Site discove~· or notifiC3tion. Releases of 
hazardous substance~. pollutants, or comaminanL" 
identified by federal, state, or local government 
agcncie,<; or private parties are reponed tc.· the 
!\a tiona! Response Center or EPA Upon 
discovery, such potential sites are screened to 
identity release situations warranting further 
rcmediai response consideration. These sites are 
emered into the CERCLA Information System 
(CERCUS). TI1is computerized system serve,\ as 
a data base of site information and tracks the 
change in status of a site through the response 
process. Risk information is used w determine 
which St!bstanccs are hazardou~ and. in some 
cases, the quantities that constitute a release rhat 
must be reponed (i.e., a repo~tii[lle quantity, or 
RQ, under CERCLA section H 17-(a, . 

Preliminary· ussessmt."nt nne site inspection 
(J>A/Sli. The prclimin:.Jry assessmen1 involves 
collection and review of all available information 



and may include offsite reconnaissance to evaluate 
the source and nature of hazardous substances 
present and to identify the responsible party(ies). 
At the conclusion of the preliminary assessment. 
a site may be referred for further action, or a 
determination may be made that no further action 
is neede<1. Site inspections, which follow the 
preliminary assessment for sites needing further 
action, routinely include the collection of samples 
and are conducted to help determine the extem 
of the problem and to obtain information needed 
to determine whether a removal action is 
warrante<1. If, based on the site inspection, it 
appears likely that the site should be considered 
for inclusion on the National Priorities List 
(NPL), a listing site inspection (LSI) is conducted. 
The LSI is 2 more ex"lensive investigation than the 
Sl, and a main objective of the LSI is to collect 
sufficient data about a site to support Hazard 
Ranking System (HRS) scoring. One of the main 
objectives of the P AJSI is to collect risk-related 
information for sites so that the site can be scored 
using the HRS and priorities may be set for more 
detailec studies, such as the Rl/FS. 

Establishing priorities for remedial action. 
Sites are scJrcd using the HRS, based on data 
from the P A 'Slf .....Sl. The HRS scoring process is 
the primary mechanism for determining the sites 
tO be included on the NPL and, therefore, the 
sites eligible for Superfund-financed remedial 
action. The HRS is a numerical scoring model 
that is based on many of the factors affecting risk 
at a site. A revised version of the HRS (EPA 
1988b) was proposed December 23. 198S. 

Remedial investigation/fcasihilit~· stud~· 

(RI!FS). A" described in Section 1.1. the RI/FS 
is the framework for determining appropriate 
remedial actions at Superfund sites. Although 
Rl/FS activitit:~ technically arc removal actions 
and therefore not restricted to sites on the 1\"PL 
(see sections 101(23) and ]{i~(~) of CERCLA), 
they mos; frequently :ne undertaken at NPL site~
RemedJal investigations arc conducted to 
characterize the contamin:.ttion at the site and to 
oht<~in information needed to identify, evaluate. 
and select cleanup alternative~. The fcasihilil~' 

study include~ :.n. ;malysis of alternatives based 
on the nine 1\C}·· C\;lluation criteria. The human 
health evaluation described in this manual, and 
the environmental evaluation descrihed elsewhere. 
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are the guidance for developing risk information 
in the Rl/FS. 

Selection of remedy. The primary 
consideration in selecting a remedy is that it be 
protective of human health and the environment, 
by eliminating, reducing. or controlling risks posed 
through each pathway. Thus, the risk information 
developed in the RI/FS is a key input to remedy 
selection. The results of the Rl!FS are reviewed 
to identify a preferred alternative, which is 
announced to the public in a Proposed Plan. 
Next, the lead agency reviews any resulting public 
comments on the Proposed Plan, consults with the 
suppon agencies to evaluate whether the preferred 
alternative is still the most appropriate, and ther. 
makes a final decision. A record of decision 
(ROD) is written to document the rationale for 
the selected remedy. 

Remedial design/remedial action. The 
detailed design of the selectee remedial action is 
developed and then implemented. The risk 
information developed previously in the Rl!FS 
helps refine the remediation goals that the remedy 
will attain. 

Five-year review. Section 121(c) of CERCLA 
requires a periodic review of remedial actions. at 
least evei)' five years after initiation of such 
action. for as long as hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants that may pose a threat 
to human health or the environment remain at 
the site. If it is determined during 2 five-year 
review that the action no longer protects human 
health and the environment, further remedial 
actions will need to he considered. 

Exhibit 7.-2 diagrams the general steps of the 
Superfund remedial process, indicating where in 
the process the various pans of the human health 
evaluation are conducted. 

2.1.3 REMEDIAL 11\TVESTIGATIOJ\/ 
FEASIBILITY STUDY GUIDANCE 

EPA's interim final Guidance for ConducTing 
Remedial Jm•esTigarions and FeasibiliTy Srudics 
Under CERCLA (EPA 19SSc) provides a detailed 
structure for conducting field studies to suppon 
remedial decisions and for identifying. evaluating. 
and selecting remedial action alternatives under 
CERCLA. This 1988 guidance document is a 
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reVlSmn of two separate guidances for remedial 
investigations and for feasibility studies published 
in 1985. These guidances have been consolidated 
into a single document and revised to: 

• 

• 

• 

reflect new emphasis and provisions of 
SARA 

incorporate aspects of new or revised 
guidance related tc• Rl/FSs; 

incorporate 
designed to 
process; and 

management 
streamline 

initiatives 
the RI/FS 

• reflect experience gained from previous 
Rl/FS projects. 

The RI/FS consists of the following general 
steps: 

• project scoping (during the RI); 

• site characterization (RI); 

• establishment of remedial action 
objectives (FS): 

• development and screening of 
alternatives (FS): and 

• detailed analysi' of alternative~ (FS). 

Bew.use Section 1.1 describes each of these steps, 
focusing on the role that risk information plays in 
the RI/FS, a discussion of the steps is not 
repeated here. The R.l•FS guid:mce provides the 
context into which the lJUman health evaluation 
fit~ and should t<c used lfl COnJunction with this 
manual. 

1.1.4 ARA.RS GCJDA!\CE 

The intenm fmal CERCLA. Compliance wirh 
Orhcr Lal\'5 lltanua! (EP.t\ 198Sd: EPA 19S9a). or 
ARAR~ .cuidancc, wa\ de\'eloped 10 assist in the 
selection of ons!lc remedial actiom that meet the 
appliwt"!lc or rek\·ant and appropriate 
requirement:-. (AR'\Rs) of the Resource 
Conservation and Recmny Ac! (RCRA), Clean 
Water Act (C\\'A). Safl: Drinking Water Act 
(SDW A), Ckan Air Act (CAA). and other federal 
and state en\'ironmcntal )[1\\'.S, as required bv 
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CERCLA section 121. Pan 1 of the manual 
discusses the overall procedures for identifying 
ARARs and provides guidance on the 
interpretation and analysis ofRCRA requirements. 
Specifically: 

• Chapter defines "applicable' and 
"relevant and appropriate," pro'>ides 
matrices listing potential chemical
specific, location-specifJc, and action
specific requirement<; from RCRA C\:VA 
and SDWA and provides general 
procedures for identif;.ing and analyzing 
requirements: 

• Chapter 2 discusses special issues of 
interpretation and analysis involving 
RCRA requirements. and provides 
guidance on when RCRA requirements 
v.ill be ARARs for CERCLA. remedial 
actions: 

• Chapter 3 provides guidance for 
compliance with CWA substantive (for 
onsite and offsite actions) and 
administrative (for offsitc actions) 
requirements for direct discharges, 
indirect discharges, and dredge and fill 
activities; 

• Chapter 4 pro\~des guidance for 
compliance w1th requncmcnt~ of the 
SDWA that may he applicahlc or 
relevant and appropriate w CERCLA 
sites; and 

• Chapter " pnwidc' f'Uidancc or. 
consistcnc\ with pc1l1CJC' tnr .cmunc1-
watcr protection. 

The manual also contains a hypothetical scenario 
illustrating how .A.RARs arc identified and used. 
and an appendix summarizinf: the prl'\'lSIOm ll! 

RCRA, CWA, and SDWA 

Part IJ of the ARARs guidance cmcrs the 
Clean .AJr Act, other federal statute,. and st:nc 
requirements. Specifically: 

• Chapter 1 prO\idcs an Introduction to 

Part ll of the guidance and alsn mcludcs 
extensive summarY table~: 
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• Chapter 2 describes Clear. Air Act 
requirement.' and related RCRA and 
state requirements; 

• Chapters 3 and 4 provide guidance for 
compliance with several other federal 
statutes; 

• Chapter 5 discusses potential ARARs for 
sites contaminated with radioactive 
substances; 

• Chapter 6 addresses requirements specific 
to mining, milling, or smelting sites; and 

• Chapter 7 provides guidance on 
identifying and complying with state 
ARARs. 

SUPERFUND EXPOSURE 
ASSESSMENT MANUAL 

The Superfund Exposure Arsessmenr Manual 
(EPA 1988e), which was developed by the 
Superfund program specifically as a companion 
document to the original Superfund Public Health 
Evaluarior. Manual (EPA 198E), provides RPMs 
and regional risk assessors v.ith the guidance 
necessary to conduct ex-posure assessments that 
meet the needs of the Superfund human health 
risk evaluation process. Specifically, the manual: 

• provides an overall description of the 
integrated exposure assessment as it is 
applied to uncontrolled hawrdous waste 
sites; and 

• serves as a source of reference 
concerning the u-;c of estimation 
procedures and computer modeling 
techniques for the analysis of 
uncontrolled sites. 

The analytical process outlined in the 
Superfund E.J.posurc AssessmenT Manual provides 
a framework for the assessmcm of e>..-posure to 
contaminants a: or migratin,£ from uncontrolled 
hazardous waste sites. The application of both 
monitoring and modeling procedure~ to the 
exposure assessment process is outlined in the 
manual. This process considers all contaminant 
releases and C>.."JlOSure routes and assures that an 

adequate level of analytical detail is applied to 
suppon the human health risk assessment process. 

The exposure assessment process described in 
the Superfund Exposure Assessmenr Manual is 
structured in five segments: 

(1) analysis of contaminant releases from a 
subject site into environmental media; 

(2) evaluation of the transpon and 
environmental fate of the contaminants 
released; 

(3) identification, enumeration, and 
characterization of potential1y exposed 
populations; 

(4) integrated exposure analysis; and 

(5) uncertainty analysis. 

Two recent publications from EPA's Office 
of Research and Development, the Exposure 
Faczors Handbook (EPA 1989n) and the Erp:Jsure 
Assessment Mechods Han~ook (EPA 1989c), 
provide useful information to supplement the 
Superfund Exposure Assessmen; Ma,zual. All three 
of these key exposure assessmc:n references~· .:)ul~ 
be used in conjunction with Chapter 6 of this 
manual. 

1.2 RELATED SUPERFUJ'I.H) 
STUDIES 

This section identifies and briefly describes 
other Superfund studies related to, and sometimes 
confused with, the Rl!FS human health ev:..luation. 
It contrast" the objectives and methods and 
clarifies the relationship~ of these other studies 
witt. RIJFS health risJ.: assessments. The types of 
studies discussed are endangerment assessments, 
A TSDR health assessments, and A TSDR health 
studies. 

:.2.1 El\'DANGERMEI\'T ASSESSMENTS 

Before taking enforcement action against 
panics responsible for a hazardous waste site, 
EPA must determine that an imminent and 
substantial end::mgermenr lO public health or the 



environment exists as a result of the site. Such a 
legal determination is called an endangerment 
assessment. For remedial sites, the process for 
analyzing whether there may be an endangerment 
is described in this Human Health Evaluation 
Manual and its companion Environmental 
Evaluation Manual. In the past, an endangerment 
assessment often was prepared as a study separate 
from the baseline risk assessment. With the 
passage of SARA and changes in Agency practice, 
the need to perform a detailed endangerment 
assessment as a ~eparate effort from the baseline 
risk assessment has been eliminated. 

For administrative orders requiring a remedial 
design or remedial action, endangerment 
assessment determinations are now based on 
information developed in the site baseline risk 
assessment Element~ included in the baseline 
risk assessment conducted at a Superfund site 
during the Rl/FS process fully satisfy the 
informational requirements of the endangerment 
assessment. These elements include the following: 

• idc:-~tification of the hazardous wastes 
o: hazardous substances present in 
environmental media; 

• assessment of exposure, including a 
charactenzation of the environmental 
fate and transport mechanisms for the 
hazard au~ waste!:- and substances present. 
and of c::!losurt pathways; 

• 

• 

• 

assessment of the toxicity of the 
hazardous wastes or substances present; 

char;,::terization of human health risks; 
anc 

characterization of the impacts and/or 
risb to the environment. 

The human hea!:l. ana environmental 
e\'aluations that arc p::rt of the Rl/FS arc 
conducted for purpose..<. of determining the 
baseline risl:!' posed by the site. and for ensuring 
that the selected remedy will be protective of 
humar. healtl. and the en\'ironment. Tnc 
endanr-crmen: assessment is med to support 
litigatior. by octermining that an imminent and 
substantial endangermen: e>.ists. Information 
presented in tile human health and environmental 
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evaluations is basic to the legal determination of 
endangerment. 

In 1985, EPA produced a draft manual 
specifically written for endangerment assessment, 
the Endangerment Assessment Handbook. EPA 
has determined that Cl guidance separate from the 
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfunc (Human 
Health Evaluation Manual and Environmental 
Evaluation Manual) ~ not required for 
endangerment assessment: therefore, the 
Endangerment Assessment Handbook will not be 
made final and should nc longer be used. 

2.2.2 ATSDR HEALTH ASSESSMENTS 

CERCLA section 104(i ,, as amended, requires 
the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry (ATSDR) to conduct health assessments 
for all sites iisted or proposed to be listed on the 
NPL. A health assessment includes a preliminary 
assessmenl of the potential threats that individual 
sites and facilities pose to hurnar. health. Tne 
health assessment is required to he completed •to 
the ma>..imum extent practicable' before 
completion of the Rl/FS. A TSDR personnel, 
state personnel (through cooperative agreements), 
or contractOrs follow six basic steps, which are 
based on the same general risk assessment 
framework as the EPA human health evaluation: 

(1) evaluate information on the site's 
physical. geographica:. hl~torical. and 
operational sct~ing. ~~~sess the 
dcmo!!raphic- of ncarny por;.;~ations, and 
iden~ify hcalu. concerns of the affectec 
community(ies): 

(::?.) determine contaminants of concerr. 
associated with the site: 

(3) identifv and evaluate environmental 
pathways: 

(4) identify and e\'aluate human exposure 
pathways: 

(5) identifY and e\'aluate public health 
implications based on a\'ailablc medical 
anc toxicologicti information: and 

(6) develop wnclusiom concernin~ the 
health threat posed I'\ tk site an,. make 
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recommendauons regarding funher 
public health activities. 

The purpose of the ATSDR health 
assessment i~ to assist in the evaluation of data 
and information on the release of toxic substances 
into the environment in order to assess any 
current or future impact on public health, develop 
health advisories or other health-related 
recommendations, and identify studies or actions 
needed to evaluate and prevent human he:.:lth 
effects. Health assessments are ir.tend~d to help 
publll health and regulatory official:· determine if 
action~ should be taken to reduce human exposure 
to h:!z.ardous substances and to recommend 
whether <~dditional information on human 
exposure and associated risks is needed. Health 
assessments also are written for the benefit of the 
informed community associated with <t site. which 
could include Citizen groups, local leaders, and 
health professionals. 

Several important differen:::es exist between 
EPA human health evaluations and ATSDR 
health asses~:ments. EPA human health 
evaluations include quantitative, substance-specific 
estimates of the risk that a site poses 10 human 
health. These e!;limate~ depe:1d on statistical and 
biological models that use data from human 
epidemiologic investi~ations and animal toxicity 
studies. The informatior. generated from a human 
health evaluation i~ used in risl-: management 
decisiom to establist' cleanur leveL and sek :· ~ 

re:ndiai altenativc. 

A 'TSDR heailh assessments. althou~h the~ 

may employ e~:;.;ntitative data. ar·. mon: l!ualitatJve 
ir. nature. -:·it,·:, f,,;_-w. not onl: on tk possibie 
hc:.d;;; thr(2t5 posed hy chemi~tl cop:aminant~ 

a:;;-ibut<~hk 1\l a <;itc, l"lut consider :1~: l1calth 
thrcab. both chemit:<il and physical. 10 whJCh 
residents ncar a site may he suhjected. Health 
assessment~ focu~ on the medical and pufllic 
health concerns associated v.Jll":. exposure:-- at a ~itc 
and discuss espeei:JIIy sensit iv; !'Dpul:lt ions. toxic 
mechanisms. and possi: •il di~c:,~t· outcomes. EP P.. 
considers the information in . !H.::dth as:;essmcm 
alonf with tlic n;;;•;!l~ o: tile hasdilll: ns}: 

a~scssmen: to gin· c c.>mpktL· picture of hc:dth 
threats. Local hcallll professionals and residents 
use the inform:ll~<m tc• understand the potential 
health thrC<Jt~ posed hy speciftc w:.Jstt· sites. 
Hc::!th assessment~ rr.:,~· kad tu pilot lH~alth cffcct!--

studies, epidemiologic studi~. or establishment of 
exposure or disease registries. 

EPA'~ Guidance for Coordinating A TSDR 
Health Assessment Activities with the Superfund 
Remedial Process (EPA 1987) provides information 
10 EPA and ATSDR managers for use in 
coordinating human health evaluation activities. 
(Section 2.1, in its discussion of CERCLA, 
provides further information on the statutory basis 
of ATSDR health assessments.) 

:.::.3 /.TSI)J~ HEALTH STUDIES 

After conducting a health assessment, 
A TSDR may determine that additional health 
eftects inforrnatior. is needed at a site and, as a 
result, may undertake a pilot study, a full-scale 
epidemiological study. or t disease re~istry. Three 
types of pilo~ studies are predominant: 

(1) a symptom/disease prevalence study 
consisting of a measurement of self
reponed disease occurrence, which may 
be validated through medical records if 
they are available; 

(2) a human exposure stuc.~ consisting of 
biological sampling of pesons who have 
a potentially high likclihooc of exposure 
to determine if actu~l exposure can he 
verified: and 

(3) a cll:.,tcr invcstip:nion study consistJn~ 
of an investigatior. of putative dio.;c:!se 
cluster~ to determmc if the case~ of a 
di:;casc arc excessively hi~L in the 
conr.crnce communi!~. 

A full-scale cpidemiologi;:.;!; stud\" i~ an 
analytic invcsti_!!ation that evaluates the pos;.Jhlc 
c:IUsal relationships between exposure 10 

hazardom su~stanccs a:<' uiscasc outcome hy 
t::sting a scientific hypothesis. Such an 
cpidcmiolo&ic:l· study is usualh· nm undcrt:H:en 
unless ;i pilot study reveal~ widt·~pcad exposure 
o; incrcasc'J prevalence ot disca;.·..:. 

ATSDR. in coopcratior. with the states. ahl' 
may choose 10 follow ur the results of a hC:i\th 
:!ssessmcnt hy cstahlishin& and maintaininf 
national registric:. ofpcrsom exposed to hnardous 
substances and persons with serious disc:1ses or 



illness. A registry is a system for collecting and 
maintaining, in a structured record. information on 
specific persons from a defined population. The 
purpose of a registry of persons exposed to 
hazardous substances is to facilitate development 
of new scientific knowledge through identification 
and subsequent follow-up of persons exposed to _ 
a defined substance at selected sites. 

Pa!!~ ;:.JJ 

Besides identifying and tracking of exposed 
persons, a registry also is used to coordinate the 
clinical and research activities that involve the 
registrants. Registries serve an important role in 
assuring the uniformity and quality of the 
collected data and ensuring that data collection is 
not duplicative, thereby reducing the overall 
burden to exposed or potentially c;..:posed persons. 
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CHAPTER 3 

GETTING STARTED: PLANNING 
FOR THE HUMAN HEALTH 
EVALUATION IN THE Rl/FS 

This chapter discusses issues related to 
planning the human health evaluation conducted 
during the Rl/FS. ll presents the goals of the 
RI/FS process as a whole and the human health 
evaluation in particular (Sections 3.1 and 3.2). It 
next discusses the way in which a site that is 
divided into operable units should be treated in 
the hurr:an health evaluation (Section 3.3). RI!FS 
scoping is discussed in Section 3.4, and Section 3.5 
addresses the level of effort and detail necessary 
for a human health evaluation. 

3.1 GOAL OF THE RI/FS 

The goal of the RVFS is to gather 
information sufficient w support an informcC: risk 
management decision regarding which remedy 
appears to be most appropriate for a given site. 
The RIJFS prmides the contex"1 for all site 
characterization activity, including the human 
health evaluation. To attain thi~ goal efficiently. 
EPA must identify and characterize hazard~ in a 
way tha; \\ill contribute directly to the selection 
of an appropriate remedy. Program experience 
has shown that Superfund :>ite.s are complex, and 
are characterized hy heterogeneou~ wastes, e>."treme 
vanability in conramination levels. and a variety 
of environmemal settings and potential exposure 
pathways. Consequently, complete characterization 
of a site during the Rl/FS, in the sense of 
eliminating uncertainty, is not feasible, cost
effective, or nccessar:- for selection of approp:-iate 
remedies. This view has motivated the 
"::.treamlmed approach" EPA is taking to help 
accomplish the goal of completing an RLIFS in 18 
months at a cost of S750,00J per operable unit 

and $1.1 million per site. The streamlined 
approach recognizes that the elimination of all 
uncertainties is not possible or neccssar:- and 
instead strives only for sufficient data to generally 
characterize a site and support remedy selection. 
The resulting remedie~ are flexible and incorporate 
specific contingencies to respond to new 
information discovered durin& remedial action and 
follow-up. 

3.2 GOAL OF THE RI/FS HV1\1AJ'\ 
HEALTH EVALUATIO!\ 

As part of the effort to streamline the 
process and reduce the cost and time reouirec to 
conduct the RJ/FS. the Superfund human health 
evaluation needs tO focus on providin& 
information necessary to justify action at ;, site 
and to select the hcst remedy fo~ tl1c site. This 
should include characterizin['- the contaminants. 
the potential exposures. and the P''tentialh· 
e>.-poscd population sufficiently w detcrmmc what 
risks need to he reduced or eliminated anc what 
exposures need 10 he prevemed. lt is impon;mt 
10 recognize that inform:nion should he developed 
only to help EPA determine what ac·iom arc 
necessary to reduce risks. and n(lt to fully 
characterize site risks or eliminate all uncertainty 
from the analysis. 

In a logical extcnsi(ln of 1his vJcw. EP/, h:1~ 

made a policy decision w u~c. wheH'\'C~ 

appropriate. standardized assumptiom. equ:nior.s, 
and values in the human health cvaiuauon 10 

achieve the goal of streamlined assessment. TI1is 
approach has the added hencfit of mahm,r: human 
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health evaluation easier to review, easier to 
understand, and more consistent from site to site. 
Developing unique exposure assumptions or non
standard methods of risk assessment should not be 
necessary for most s1tes. Where justified by site
specific data or by changes in knowledge over 
time, however, non-standard methods and 
assumptions may be used. 

3.3 OPERABLE UNITS 

Current practice in designing remedies for 
Superfund sites often divides sites into operable 
units that address discrete aspects of the site (e.g., 
source control, ground-water remediation) or 
different geographic p<>nions of the site. The 
NCP defines operable unit as •a discrete action 
that comprises an incremental step toward. 
comprehensively addressing site problems." RlJFSs 
may be conducted for the entire site and operable 
units broken out during or after the feasibility 
study, or operable units may be treated 
individually from the start, with focused Rl/FSs 
conducted for each operable unit. The best way 
to address the risks of the operable unit will 
depend on the needs of the site. 

The human health evaluation should focus on 
the subject of the RVFS, whether that is an 
operable unit or the site as a whole. The baseline 
risk assessment and other risk information 
gathered "'ill provide the justification for taking 
the action for the operable unit. At the same 
time, personnel involved in conducting the human 
health evaluation for a focused RIJFS must be 
mindful of other potential exposure pathways, and 
other actioru. that are being contemplated for the 
site to address other potential exposures. Risk 
assessors should foresee that exposure pathv.'3ys 
outside the scope of the focused RIJFS may 
ultimately be combined with exposure pathways 
that are directly addressed by the focused RIJFS. 
Considering risks from all related operable units 
should prevent the unexpected discovery of hlgh 
multiple pathv.'3y risks during the human health 
e\'3luation for the last operable unit. Consider, 
for example, a site that will be addressed in two 
operable units: a surface soil cleanup at the 
contamination source and a separate ground-water 
cleanup. Risks associated with residuals from the 
soil cleanup and the ground-water cleanup may 
need to be considered as a cumulative total if 

there is the potential for exposure to both media 
at the same time. 

3.4 RifFS SCOPING 

Planning the human health evaluation prior 
to beginning the detailed analysis is an essential 
step in the process. The RPM must make up
front decisions about, for example, the scope of 
the baseline risk assessment, the appropriate level 
of detail and documentation, trade-offs between 
depth and breadth in the analysis, and the staff 
and monetary resources to commit. 

Scoping is the initial planning phase of the 
RIJFS process, and many of the planning steps 
begun here are continued and refined in later 
phases. Scoping activities typically begin with the 
collection of existing site data, including data from 
previous investigations such as the preliminary 
assessment and site inspection. On the basis of 
this information, site management planning is 
undertaken to identify probable boundaries of the 
study area, to identify likely remedial action 
objectives and whether interim actions may be 
necessary or appropriate, and to establish w~ether 
the site may best be remedied as one site or as 
several separate operable units. Once an overall 
management strategy is agreed upon, the RIJFS 
for a specific project or the site as a whole is 
planned. 

The development of remedial alternatives 
usually begins during or soon after scoping, when 
likely response scenarios may first be identified. 
The development of alternatives requires: 

• identifying remedial action objectives; 

• identifying potential treatment, resource 
recovery, and containment technologies 
that will satisfy these objectives; and 

• screening the technologies base(. on their 
effectiveness, implementability. and cost. 

Remedial altern<:ltives may be developed to address 
a contaminated medium. a specific area of the 
site. or the entire site. Alternative remedial 
actions for specific media and site areas either can 
be carried through the FS process separately or 
combined into comprehensive alternative:s for the 



entire site. The approach is flexible to allow 
alternatives to be considered in combination at 
various points in the process. The Rl!FS guidance 
discusses planning in greater detail. 

3.5 LEVEL OF EFFORT/LEVEL OF 
DETAIL OF THE HUMAN 
HEALTH EVALUATION 

An important part of scoping is determining 
the appropriate level of effort/level of detail 
necessary for the human health evaluation. 
Human health evaluation can be thought of as 
spanning a continuum of complexity, detail, and 
level of effort, just as sites vary in conditions and 
complexity. Some of the site-specific factors 
affecting level of effort that the RPM must 
consider include the following: 

• number and identity of chemicals 
present; 

• availability of ARARs and/or applicable 
toxicity data; 

• number and complexity of exposure 
pathways (including complexity of release 
sources and transport media), and the 
need for environmental fate and 
transport modeling to supplement 
monitoring data; 

• necessity for precision of the results, 
which in turn depends on site conditiom 
such as the extent of contaminant 
mi,!.'Tation, characteristics of potentially 
exposed populations, and enforcement 
considerations (additional quantification 
may be warranted for some enforcement 
sites); and 

• quality and quantity of available 
monitoring data_l 
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Thi~ manual is v.Titten to addres~ the most 
complex sites, and a~ a result not all of the steps 
and procedures of the Superfund human health 
evaluation process described in thi~ manual applv 
to all remedial sites. For example, Section 6.6 
provides procedures and equations for estimating 
chemical intakes through numerous exposure 
routes, although for many sites, much of this 
information will not apply (e.g., the e>.:posure 
route does not exist or is determined to be 
relatively unimponant). This manual establishes 
a generic framework that is broadly applicable 
across sites, and ll provides specific procedures 
that cover a range of siH!.' or situations that may 
or may not be appropriate for any individual site. 
As a consequence of attempting to cover the wide 
variety of Superfund site conditions, some of the 
process components, steps, and techniques 
described in the manual do not apply to some 
sites. In addition, most of the components can 
vary greatly in level of detail. Obviously, 
determining which elements of the process are 
necessary, which are desirable, and which are 
extraneous is a key decision for each site. All 
components should not be forced into the assess
ment of a site, and the evaluation should be 
limited to the complexity and level of detail 
necessary to adequately assess risks for the 
purposes described in Sections 3.1 and 3.:2. 

Planning related to the collection and analysis 
of chemical daw is perhaps the most imporwnt 
planning step. Early coordination among the risk 
assessors, the remainder of the RVFS team, 
representatives of other agencies involved in the 
risk assessment or related studies (e.g., A TSDR, 
natural resource trustees such as the Department 
of the Interior, state agencies), and the RPM i~ 

essential and preferably should occur durin& the 
scoping stage of the RUFS. Detailed guidance on 
planning related to collection and analysis of 
chemical daw is given in Ch:lpter 4 of this 
manual. 



ENDNOTE FOR CHAPTER 3 

1. All site monitonng data must be subjected to appropriate quality assurance/quality control programs. Lack of acceptable data may 
limit by necessity the amount of daUt available for the human health evaluation, and therefore may hmit the scope o: the evaluation. 
Acceptability L' determined by whetner data meet the appropriate data quality objecuve (see Section 4.1.2). 
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CHAPTER 4 

DATA COLLECTION 

This chapter discusses procedures for 
acquiring reliable chemical release and exposure 
data for quantitative human health risk assessment 
at hazardous waste sitesJ The chapter is intended 
to be a limited discussion of important sampling 
considerations with respect to risk assessment; it 
is not intended to be a complete guide on how to 
collect data or design sampling plans. 

Following a general background section 
(Section 4.1), this chapter addresses the following 
eight important areas: 

(1) review of available site information 
(Section 4.2); 

(2) consideration of modeling parameter 
needs (Section 4.3); 

(3) definition of background sampling needs 
(Section 4.4); 

(4) preliminary identification of potential 
human exposure (Section 4.5); 

(5) development of an overall strategy for 
sample collection (Section 4.6); 

(6) definition of required QNQC measures 
(Section 4.'7); 

(7) evaluation of the need for Special 
Analytical Services (Section 4.S); and 

(8) activities during workplan development 
and data collection (Section 4.9). 

4.1 BACKGROUI\TD INFOR\1ATION 
USEFUL FOR DATA 
COLLECTIOI\' 

This section provides background information 
on the types of data needed for risk assessment, 
overall data needs of the RIJFS, reasons and steps 
for identifying risk assessment data needs early, 
use of the Data Quality Objectives fur Remedial 
Response Activities (EPA 1987a,b, hereafter 
referred to as the DQO guidance), and other data 
concerns. 

4.1.1 TYPES OF DATA 

In general, the types of site data needed for 
a baseline risk assessment include the follmving: 

• contaminant identities; 

ACRONYMS FOR CHAPTER 4 

CLP = Contract Laboratory Program 
DQO = Data Quality Objectives 

FIT = Field lnvestigation Team 
FSP = Field Sampling Plan 

HRS = Hazard Ranking System 
IDL = Instrument Detection Limit 

MDL = Method Detection Limit 
P AJSl = Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection 

QNQC = Quality Assurance/Quality Control 
QAPjP = Quality Assurance ProJect Plan 

RAS = Routine An~lytical SeNi= 
Rl/FS = Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 

SAP = Sampling and Analysis Plan 
SAS = Special Analytical Services 

SMO = Sample Management Office 
SOW = Statement of Work 
TAL = Target Analyte List 
TCL = Target C!lmpound List 
TIC = Tentatively Identified Compound 
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DEFINITIONS FOR ·•CBAPrER 4 . . . 

Analytes. The c:hemicals ·for which a sample is .analyzed. 

Anthropogenic Background Levels.. Concentrations ofchemicaluhat a~ present in the environment due to human-made, non-
site sources (e.g .. industry, automobiles). · 

Contract Laboratory Program !CLP). AnA!yric:al ~[{)grail' ~~~ f~S~ Waste site ~mples to fill the need for legally 
defensible analytical results supported l,ly a bigblevel of quality asuraru:e and documentation. · · 

Data 9 uality Objectives (DQOs )i ·. QuaHtatiw: and quantitatiVe sweiJl~ts to emlll'e tbat dai3 of known and documented quality. 
• ate. obtained during an RIIFS to support an AgenCy decision. · 

. Fielc' Sampling Plan (FSP). t>rovi<les gui~ f~t an field~ by d~tming izl de~ the salllplin& and data gatheri~g metlic)ds 
to be used on a projecL · · · · · · · ·. · · · · · · · 

Naturally Occurring BacJcgroUnd J..ev«:ls. Ambient c:onceutratitins Of chemicalsJhat .are present inthe cnvironme'nt and have 
.nor been influenced by humans (e.g., aluminum. manganese), · 

.·· .· . . . ·.· 

.·.· Quality Assurance p['()ject Pbri fOAPjP',. Desames the j,ont:)', organization, functional activities, and quality assurance ·l1Jld · .. 
· quality control protocols ~ to ac::llic:l/ei)QOs dic:tated by the intended liSe Of th.: dan. (RIIFS Guidance;. · 

.• Ro~tine AnaMical:~Crviccs @Asl. The set ol CLP ~nalytical p~ls tllat are used lo analyze. most Superfund site samples. . 
. · ·• .• These protocolure pi:OVided in the EPA.Statements:.af WOrk for :tbc Q;;P (SOW for In organics,. SOW for Organics) and . Jnust tJe followed by eVeiy '(;U' laborai(,ey· ·.·.· · · · .· · · · · · · · · · · .·.· · ·· · · · · ·· · 

····:•·• Sa!!1J!ling an~ Analvsis ·Plan CSAP). QmsD~ ()fa O~·~urance Pf'()ject 'Plan (QAPjl') and a Field. Sampling Plan (FSP). 

Sample Management omde {SMOl: -EJ~·~ntnl~orP~~n~ [[13Jl.gemetlt; operational, and administrative suppon to the 
·· . .<:LP to facilitate optimal use of ihe pn,gram. • · · · · · · · · 

~De~a1 Alla&tical ~rvices (SAs): Non~ed ;m.~ ~n~IJctee under the CLP to meet user requirements that cannot · 
· · · · • :be met using RAS,such as shorter &Daijtticai nirilaround time, lOwer detection limits, and analysis of non-standard matri= 

·or non-TCL.•.compounds~ ·· ·· · · · · ·· 

Statement of Wo~ (s6~ f~rthe 6;; Adocu~ent tliat ~~~es the instromentation, sample handling procedures, analytical •. 
. parameters and procedUTe:., required quantitation limitS, quality control requirements, and repon format to be used by CLP 
laboratorieS.·. The SOW also alntains tbe TAL and TCL 

l'~rgei Analvte LisrctAI.\ bevetoped bf .EP~ for SuperfWld site sample analyses. The TAL is a Jist of 23 metals plus total 
cyanide routinely analyzed· using RA5, ••· •. · · · · 

Target Compound List cr~) ... D~opcd ~ EPA for Superfund site sample a~ The TCL is a list of analytes (34 
volatile organic chemicals, 65 •emivolatile organic chemicals, 19 pesticides. 7 polychlorinated biphenyls, 23 metals, and 
total cyanide) routinely analyzed using RAS. 

• 

• 

c 

contaminant concentrations iP the key 
sources and medir, of interest;2 

characte:istics of sources, especially 
information reiateC: lO release ?Otential; 
and 

characteristics of the environmental 
settinf tha; may affect the fate, transport, 
and persistence of the contaminants. 

Most of these d:::2 are obtainec during the 
course o: a remedial investigation/feasibility smdy 
(RifFS). Other sources of information, such as 
preliminary assessment/site inspection (PA/SI) 
reports, alsc· may be available. 

4.1.2 DATA NEEDS AND THE RI!FS 

The R1FS has four Fimal'}· dat::: collection 
components: 

(1 · characterization of site conditions; 



(2) determination of the nature of the 
wastes; 

(3) risk assessment; and 

(4) treatability testing. 

The site and waste characterization components of 
the RIJFS are intended to determine 
characteristics of the site (e.g., ground-water 
movement, surface water and soil characteristics) 
and the nature and extent of contamination 
through sampling and analysis of sources and 
potentially contaminated media. Quantitative risk 
assessment, like site characterization, requires data 
on concentrations of contaminants in each of the 
source areas and media of concern. Risk 
assessment also requires information on other 
variables necessary for evaluating the fate, 
transport, and persistence of contaminants and 
estimating current and potential human exposure 
to these contaminants. Additional data might be 
required for environmental risk assessments (see 
EPA 1989a). 

Data also are collected during the RIJFS to 
support the design of remedial alternatives. As 
discussed in the DQO guidance (EPA 1987a,b), 
such data include results of analyses of 
contaminated media "before and after• bench-scale 
treatability tests. This information usually is not 
appropriate for use in a baseline risk assessment 
because these media typically are assessed only for 
a few individual parameters potentially affected by 
the treatment being tested. Also, initial 
treatability testing may involve only a screening 
analysis that generally is not sensitive enough and 
does not have sufficient quality assurance/quality 
control (QNQC) procedures for use in 
quantitative risk assessmenL 

4.1.3 EARLY IDE!'t"TTFICATION OF DATA 
NEEDS 

Because the RIJFS and other site studies 
serve a number of different purposes (e.g., site 
and waste characterization, design of remedial 
alternatives), only a subset of this information 
generally is useful for risk assessment. To ensure 
that all risk assessment data needs will be met, it 
is important to identify those needs early in the 
RIJFS planning for a site. The earlier the 
requirements are identified, the better the chances 
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are of developing an RIJFS that meets the risk 
assessment data collection needs. 

One of the earliest stages of the RIJFS at 
which risk assessment data needs can be addressed 
is the site scoping meeting. As discussed in the 
Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations 
and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA (EPA 
1988a, hereafter referred to as RIJFS guidance), 
the scoping meeting is part of the initial planning 
phase of site remediation. It is at this meeting 
that the data needs of each of the RI/FS 
components (e.g., site and waste characterization) 
are addressed together. Scoping meeting attendees 
include the RPM, contractors conducting the 
RI/FS (including the baseline risk assessment), 
onsite personnel (e.g., for construction), and 
natural resource trustees (e.g., Department of 
Interior). The scoping meeting allows 
development of a comprehensive sampling and 
analysis plan (SAP) that will satisfy the needs of 
each RIJFS component while helping to ensure 
that time and budget constraints are meL Thus, 
in addition to aiding the effort to meet the risk 
assessment data needs, this meeting can help 
integrate these needs with other objectives of the 
RIJFS and thereby help make maximum use of 
available resources and avoid duplication of effort 

During scoping activities, the risk assessor 
should identify, at least in preliminary fashion, the 
type and duration of possible exposures (e.g., 
chronic, intermittent), potential exposure routes 
(e.g .• ingestion of fish, ingestion of drinking water, 
inhalation of dust), and key exposure points (e.g., 
municipal wells, recreation areas) for each 
medium. The relative importance of the potential 
exposure routes and exposure points in 
determining risks should be discussed, as should 
the consequences of not studying them adequately. 
Section 4.5 and Chapter 6 provide guidance for 
identifying exposure pathways that may exist at 
hazardous waste sites. If potential exposure 
pathways are identified early in the RIJFS process, 
it will be easier to reach a decision on the 
number, type, and location of samples needed to 
assess exposure. 

During the planning stages of the RIJFS, the 
risk assessor also should determine if non-routine 
(i.e., lower) quantitation limits are needed to 
adequately characterize risks at a site. Special 
Analytical Services (SAS) of the EPA Contract 



(2) determination of the nature of the 
wastes; 

(3) risk assessment; and 

(4) treatability testing. 

The site and waste characterization components of 
the RIJFS are intended to determine 
characteristics of the site (e.g., ground-water 
movement, surface water and soil characteristics) 
and the nature and extent of contamination 
through sampling and analysis of sources and 
potentially contaminated media. Quantitative risk 
assessment, like site characterization, requires data 
on concentrations of contaminants in each of the 
source areas and media of concern. Risk 
assessment also requires information on other 
variables necessary for evaluating the fate, 
transport, and persistence of contaminants and 
estimating current and potential human exposure 
to these contaminants. Additional data might be 
required for environmental risk assessments (see 
EPA 1989a). 

Data also are collected during the RI/FS to 
suppon the design of remedial alternatives. As 
discussed in the DQO guidance (EPA 1987a,b ), 
such data include results of analyses of 
contaminated media "before and after" bench-scale 
treatability tests. This information usually is not 
appropriate for use in a baseline risk assessment 
because these media typically are assessed only for 
a few individual parameters potentially affected by 
the treatment being tested. Also, initial 
treatability testing may involve only a screening 
analysis that generally is not sensitive enough and 
does not have sufficient quality assurance/quality 
control (QA/QC) procedures for use in 
quantitative risk assessment. 

4.1.3 EARLY IDENTIFICATION OF DATA 
NEEDS 

Because the RI/FS and other site studies 
serve a number of different purposes (e.g., site 
and waste characterization, design of remedial 
alternatives), only a subset of this information 
generally is useful for risk assessment. To ensure 
that all risk assessment data needs will be met, it 
is important to identify those needs early in the 
RIJFS planning for a site. The earlier the 
requirements are identified, the better the chances 
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are of developing an RIJFS that meets the risk 
assessment data collection needs. 

One of the earliest stages of the RIJFS at 
which risk assessment data needs can be addressed 
is the site scoping meeting. As discussed in the 
Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations 
and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA (EPA 
1988a, hereafter referred to as RIJFS guidance), 
the scoping meeting is pan of the initial planning 
phase of site remediation. It is at this meetmg 
that the data needs of each of the RI/FS 
components (e.g., site and waste characterization) 
are addressed together. Scoping meeting attendees 
include the RPM, contractors conducting the 
RI/FS (including the baseline risk assessment), 
onsite personnel (e.g., for construction), and 
natural resource trustees (e.g., Depanrnent of 
Interior). The scoping meeting allows 
development of a comprehensive sampling and 
analysis plan (SAP) that will satisfy the needs of 
each RIJFS component while helping to ensure 
that time and budget constraints are met. Thus, 
in addition to aiding the effon to meet the risk 
assessment data needs, this meeting can help 
integrate these needs with other objectives of the 
RIJFS and thereby help make maximum use of 
available resources and avoid duplication of effort. 

During scoping activities, the risk assessor 
should identify, at least in preliminary fashion, the 
type and duration of possible exposures (e.g., 
chronic, intermittent), potential exposure routes 
(e.g., ingestion of fish, ingestion of drinking water, 
inhalation of dust), and key exposure points (e.g., 
municipal wells, recreation areas) for each 
medium. The relative imponance of the potential 
exposure routes and exposure points in 
determining risks should be discussed, as should 
the consequences of not studying them adequately. 
Section 4.5 and Chapter 6 provide guidance for 
identifying exposure pathways that may exist at 
hazardous waste sites. If potential exposure 
pathways are identified early in the RIJFS process, 
it will be easier to reach a decision on the 
number, type, and location of samples needed to 
assess exposure. 

Durin& the planning stages of the RI/FS, the 
risk assessor also should determine if non-routine 
(i.e., lower) quantitation limits are needed to 
adequately characterize risks at a site. Special 
Analytical Services (SAS) of the EPA Contract 
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Laboratory Program (CLP) may be needed to 
achieve such lower quantitation limits. (See 
Section 4.8 for additional information concerning 
quantitation limits.) 

4.1.4 USE OF THE DATA QUALTIY 
OBJECTIVES (DQO) GUIDANCE 

The DQO guidance (EPA 1987a,b) provides 
information on the review of sne data and the 
determination of data quality needs for sampling 
(see the box below). 

OVERVIEW OF DQO GUIDANCE 

. :A.ccon:ling to the DQO guidance (EPA l987a and 
b),. DQO . are qualitative and. quantitative statements 
eslablished prior to. data collection, which specify the · · 
quality of the data required to support Agency decisions 

•···4ming .remedial response activities. Die DQO for a 
P¥tii:ular. ~ite .:vary .ac:cording to the end use· of the. data • :. 
TIL. . Whether the data.·. 11re collected ... to ~uppon .··.· ·• 

••. pn:liminacy · .. • assessments/Site •.• ··• inspections, .• remedial • . =~=bility studies• remedial dcsi~; or . 

'l1l~odo proceuC>nSistso~tllree stages. ~~~~~~ 
l{ldentifyDecision :IYJ>Cs),allava.ilablesite information 
iS rompiled and analYzed in order to develop a 

. .conceptual model or the site that describes suspected 
.·.·sources; oontaDiinant pathways; and potential receptors. 

.· ···•• Thfiouu:ome l)fSiage 1 is a definition of the objectiVes . 
• .· of the Site inVi:slijation and ail identification of data · .. 

. •· :ga.p~.. Stage •t•(IdcntifY ·nata Uses/Needs). involves 
.·.·.· ·.• specifying the data necessary to meet the objectives ~et 
·•· in.Stagel, selecting the sampling approacbei.and the 
•.. 'llllalyW:al options for the site, and evaluating multiple-
. option aPJ>maches to allow more timely or cost-effective 

data rolleaion and evaluation .. In St.age 3 (Design Dat2 
Collection Program), tbe methods to be used to obtain 
data of acceptable quality are specified in such produCtS 
as tbe SAP or the workplan. 

Use of this guidance will help ensure that all 
envuonmental data collected in suppon of RI/FS 
activities are of known and documented quality. 

4.1.: OTHER DATA CONCERNS 

The simple existence of a data collection plan 
do~ not guarantee usable data. The risk assessor 
should plan ar. active role in oversight of data 
collection to ensure that relevant data have been 
obtained. (See Section 4.9 for more information 

on the active role that the risk assessor must 
play.) 

After data have been collected, they should 
be carefully reviewed to identify reliable, accurate, 
and verifiable numbers that can be used to 

quantify risks. All analytical data must be 
evaluated to identify the chemicals of potential 
concern (i.e., those to be carried through the risk 
assessment). Chapter 5 discusses the criteria 10 

be consideree in sele..'"ting the subset of chemical 
data appropriate for baseline risk assessment. 
Data that do not meet the criteria are not 
included in the quantitative risk assessment: they 
can be discussed qualitatively in the risk 
assessment report, however, or may be the basis 
for funher investigation. 

4.2 REVIEW OF AVAILABLE SITE 
INFOR.\1A TION 

Available site information must be reviewed 
to (1) determine basic site characteristics, (2) 
initially identify potential exposure pathways and 
exposure points, and (3) help determine data 
needs (including modeling needs). All availablt 
site information (i.e., information existing at the 
stan of the RIJFS) should be reviewed in 
accordance with Stage 1 of the DQO process. 
Sources of available site information include: 

• RIJFS scoping information; 

• P NSI data and Hazard Ranking System 
(HRS) documentation: 

• listing site: inspection (LSI) data 
(formally referred to as e>.."Panded site 
inspection, or ESI); 

• photograpill (e.g., EPA's Environmental 
Photograph!;: lnterpretati0n Center 
[EPIC]): 

• records on removal actions taker. at the 
site; and 

• information on amounts of hazardous 
substances disposed (e.g., from site 
records). 



If available, LSI (or ESI) data are espec:ally useful 
because they represem fairly extensive :.;re swdies. 

Based on a review of the existing data, the 
risk assessor should formulate a conceptual model 
of the site that identifies all potential or suspected 
sources of contamination, types and concentrations 
of contaminants detected at the site, potentially 
contaminated media, and potential exposure 
pathways. includrnf receptors (see E'\hibit 4-: ). 
.t\5 discu.ssee previously, identification of potenual 
ex-posure pathv.'a~. especially the exposure poinr.s. 
is a key element in the determination of data 
needs for the nsk assessment. Details concerning 
development of a conceptual model for ::: site are 
provided in tht DQO guidance (EPA 1987a.b) and 
the RI;FS guidance (EPA 1988a). 

In most cases, site information available at 
the stan of the RIJFS is insufficient to fully 
characterize the site .md the potential exposure 
pathv.'ays. The conceptual model developed at this 
stage should be adequate tc determine the 
remaining data needs. The remainder of this 
chapter addresses risk assessmem data needs in 
detail. 

4.3 ADDRESSING MODELING 
PARAMETER I\TEEDS 

.t\5 discussed in detail in Chapter 6, 
contaminant release. transpon. and fate models 
are often needed to supplement monitoring dat<.. 
wher: estimating exposure concentrations. 
Therefore, a preLminary site modeling strategy 
should be developed during RI/FS scop;.,.'1g to 
allow model input data requirements to be 
incorpo:-ated into the data collection requirements. 
This preliminary identification of models and 
other related data requirements will ensure that 
data for model calibration and \'alidation are 
collected along with other phys1~l and chemical 
data at the site. Exhibit 4-2 lists (by medium) 
several site-specific parameters often needed to 
incorporate fate and transport models in risk 
assessments. 

Although default \'alues for some modeling 
parameters are available, it is preferable to obtain 
site-specific values for as many input :'arameters 
as is feasible. If the model is not ser;.:;itive to a 
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particular parameter for which a default value is 
available, then a default value may be used. 
Similarly, default values may be used if obtaining 
the site-spe::ific model parameter would be too 
time consuming or expensive. For example, 
certain airborne dust emission models use a 
default value for the average wind speec at the 
site; this 1s done because representative 
measurements of wind speed at th( sne would 
involve significan: amounts of time ( i.t .. samples 
would have to be collected ove:- a 12.:-ge part of 
the year). 

Some model parameters art needed only if 
the sampling conducted at a site i: sufficient to 
support complex models. Such model parameters 
may not be necessary if only simple f:.ne and 
transnon models are used in the risk assessment. 

4.4 DEF~lNG BACKGROL~'TI 
SAl\1PLING ~EDS 

Background sampling is conducted to 
distinguish site-related contamination from 
naturally occurring or other non-site-related levels 
of chemicals. The following subsections define the 
types of background contamination and provide 
guidance on the appropriate location and number 
of background samples. 

4.4.1 TI'PES OF BACKGROU1\'D 

There are two different t'·-pes of background 
levels of cheiDJ~ls: 

(1) naturallv o~'Llrrinc levels. which are 
ambient concentrations of ::nemica.ls 
present in the environment that havt not 
been influencd by humans (e.g., 
aluminum, manganese); and 

(2) anthropogenic levels, whicb are 
concenmtions of chemicals that are 
present in the en\1ronment due to 
human-made, nor;-s:•e sources (e.g., 
industrY. automobiies, 

Backgound c:1n range from localized to 
ubiquito~. Fo~ e;c,.mple. pesuCiaes -- most of 
which ::.re not natur:.Jy occurring (anthropogenic) 
- may be ubiqunous in certain areas (e.g., 
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EXHIBIT 4-1 

ELEMENTS OF A CONCEPTUAL EVALUATION MODEL 

SOURCES 

RECEPTORS 

SOURCE: EPA 1987a 

VARIABLES 

• CONTAMINANTS 

• CONCENTRATIONS 

•TIME 

• LOCATIONS 

• MEDIA 

• RATES OF MIGRATION 

•TIME 

• LOSS AND GAIN FUNCTIONS 

• TYPES 

• SENSITIVITIES 

•TIME 

• CONCENTRATIONS 

• NUMBERS 

HYPOTHESES TO 
BE TESTED 

• SOURCE EXISTS 

• SOURCE CAN BE CONTAINED 

• SOURCE CAN BE REMOVED 
AND DISPOSED 

• SOURCE CAN BE TREATED 

• PATHWAY EXISTS 

• PATHWAY CAN BE 
INTERRUPTED 

• PATHWAY CAN BE 

ELIMINATED 

• RECEPTOR IS NOT 
IMPACTED BY MIGRATION 

OF CONTAMINANTS 

• RECEPTOR CAN BE 
RELOCATED 

• INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS 

CAN BE APPLIED 

• RECEPTOR CAN BE 

PROTECTED 
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EXAMPLES OF MODELING PARAMETERS FOR WHICH 
INFORMATION MAY NEED TO BE OBTAINED DURING 

A SITE SAMPLING INVESTIGA TIO~ 

Type of Modeling 

Source Characteristics 

Soil 

Ground-water 

Air 

Surface Water 

Sediment 

Biota 

Modeling Parametersa 

Geometry, physical/chemical conditions, emission rate, emission 
strength, geography 

Particle size, dry weight, pH, redox potential, mineral class, organic 
carbon and clay content, bulk density, soil porosity 

Head measurements, hydraulic conductivity (pump and slug test 
results), saturated thickness of aquifer, hydraulic gradient, pH, 
redox potential, soil-water panitioning 

Prevailing wind direction, wind speeds, stability class, topography, 
depth of waste, contaminant concentration in soil and soil gas, 
fraction organic content of soils, silt content of soils, percent 
vegetation, bulk density of soil, soil porosity 

Hardness, pH, redox potential, dissolved oxygen, salinity, 
temperature, conductivity, total suspended solids, flow ratt :. 
and depths for rivers/streams, estuary and embayment 
parameters such as tidal cycle, saltwater incursion extent. 
depth and area. lake parameters such as area, volume, depth. 
depth to thermocline 

Particle size distribution. organic content. pH. benthic oxygen 
conditions, water content 

Dry weight, whole body, specific organ, and/or edible portion 
chemical concentrations, percent moisture, lipid content. 
size/age, life history stage 

a These parameters are not necessarily limited to the type of modeling v.ith which they are 
associated in this exhibit. For example, many of the parameters listed for surface water are also 
appropriate for sediments. 
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agricultural areas); salt runoff from roads during 
periods of snow may contribute high ubiquitous 
levels of sodium. Polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (P AHs) and lead are other examples 
of anthropogenic, ubiquitous chemicals, although 
these chemicals also may be present at naturally 
occurring levels in the environment due to natural 
sources (e.g., forest fires may be a source of 
P AHs, and lead is a natural component of soils in 
some areas). 

4.4.2 BACKGROUND SAMPUNG 
LOCATIONS 

Background samples are collected at or near 
the hazardous waste site in areas not influenced 
by site contamination. They are collected from 
each medium of concern in these offsite areas. 
That is, the locations of background samples must 
be areas that could not have received 
contamination from the site, but that do have the 
same basic characteristics as the medium of 
concern at the site. 

Identifying background location requires 
knowing which direction is upgradient/upwind/ 
upstream. In general, the direction of water flow 
tends to be relatively constant, whereas the 
direction of air flow is constantly changing. 
Therefore, the determination ~f background 
locations for air monitoring requires constant and 
concurrent monitoring of factors such as wind 
direction. 

4.4.3 BACKGROUND SAMPLE SIZE 

In appropriate circumstances, statistics may 
be used to evaluate background sample data. 
Because the number of background samples 
collected is important for statistical hypothesis 
testing, at some sites a statistician should be 
consulted when determining background sample 
size. At all sites, the RPM should decide the 
level of statistical analysis applicable to a 
particular situation. 

Often, rigorous statistical analyses are 
unnecessary because site- and non-site-related 
contamination clearly differ. For most sites, the 
issue will not be whether a difference in chemical 
concentrations can be demonstrated between 
contaminated and background areas, but rather 
that of establishing a reliable representation of the 

extent (in three dimensions) of a contaminated 
area. However, statistical analyses are required 
at some sites, making a basic understanding of 
statistics necessary. The following discussion 
outlines some basic statistical concepts in the 
context of background data evaluation for risk 
assessment. (A general statistics textbook should 
be reviewed for additional detail. Also, the box 
below lists EPA guidance that might be useful.) 

STATISTICAL METHODS GUIDANCE 

StatiStical Methods for Evaluanng Groltnd
water Monitoring Data from Hazardous Waste 
Faciliiies (EPA 1988b} 

. Surface ...... ··· Impoundment Clean 
(;uidance Manual (EPA .t988c) 

.... :.:.:·· .·.)_.·( 

Lov~ Canal Emergency Deckzration 
Ha~itlzbility Srudy (EPA 1988d) 

Soils Sampling Quality Assurance Guide (EPA 
l989b) 

A statistical test of a hypothesis is a rule 
used for deciding whether or not a statement (i.e., 
the null hypothesis) should be rejected in favor of 
a specified alternative statement (i.e., the 
alternative hypothesis). In the conte::-..'1 of 
background contamination at hazardous waste 
sites, the null hypothesis can be expressed as 
"there is no difference between contaminant 
concentrations in background areas and onsite," 
and the alternative hypothesis can be expressed as 
"concentra~ions are higher onsite.• This expression 
of the alternative hypothesis implies a one-tailed 
test of significance. 

The number of background samples collected 
at a site should be sufficient to accept or reject 
the null hypothesis with a specified likelihood of 
error. In statistical hypothesis testing there are 
two types of error. The null hypothesis may be 
reiected wher: it is true (i.e., a Type I error), or 
not rejectec. when it is false (i.e., a Type II error). 
An example of a Type I error at a hazardous 
waste site would be to conclude that contaminant 
concentrations in onsite soil are higher than 
background soil concentrations when in fact they 



are not. The corresponding Type II error would 
be to conclude 'that onsite contaminant 
concentrations are not higher than background 
concentrations when in fact they are. A Type I 
error could result in unnecessary remediation, 
while a Type II error could result in a failure to 
clean up a site when such an action is necessary. 

In customary notations, a (alpha) denotes the 
probability that a Type I error will oecur, and f3 
(beta) denotes the probability that a Type II error 
v.111 occur. Most statistical comparisons refer to 
a. also known a.s the level of significance of the 
tesL If a = 0.05. there is a 5 percent (i.e .. 1 in 
20 l chance that we will conclude that 
concentrations of contaminants are higher than 
background when they actually are not. 

Equally critical considerations in determining 
the number of background samples are /3 and a 
concept called "power." The power of a statistical 
test ha.s the value 1 - f3 and is defined as the 
likelihood that the test procedure detects a false 
null hypothesis. Power functions for commonly 
used statistical tests can be found in most general 
statistical textbooks. Power curves are a function 
of a (which normally is fixed at 0.05), sample size 
(i.e., the number of background andfor onsite 
samples), and the amount of variability in the 
data. Thus, if a 15 percent likelihood of failing 
to detect a false null hypothesis is desired (i.e., f3 
== 0.15), enough background samples must be 
collected to ensure that the power of the test is 
at least 0.85. 

A small number of background samples 
increases the likelihood of a Type II error. If ar; 
insufficient number of background samples is 
collected, fairly large differences berween site and 
background concentrations may not be statistically 
significant, even though concentrations in the 
many site samples are higher than the few 
background samples. To guard against this 
situation, the statistical power associated with the 
comparison of background samples with site 
samples should be evaluated. 

In general, when trying to detect small 
differences a.s statistically significant, the number 
of background samples should be similar to the 
number of onsite samples that will be used for the 
comparison(s) (e.g., the number of samples taken 
from one well). ()iote that this does not mean 
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that the background sample size must equal the 
total number of onsite samples.) Due to the 
inherent variability of air concentrations (see 
Section 4.6), background sample sizt for air needs 
to be relatively large. 

4.4.4 COf\1PARING BACKGROUND 
SAMPLES TO SITE-RELATED 
CONTA..\UKATION 

The medium sampled influences the kind of 
statistical comparisons that can be made ·with 
background dar:.. For example, air monitoring 
stations and ground-water wells are normally 
positioned based on onsite factors and gradien: 
considerations. Because of this purposive 
placement (see Section 4.6.1), several wells or 
monitors cannot be assumed to be a random 
sample from a single population and hence cannot 
be evaluated collectively (i.e .. the sampling results 
cannot be combined). Therefore, the information 
from each well or air monitor should be compared 
individually with background. 

Because there typically arc many site-related, 
media-specific sampling location data to compare 
with background, there usually is a "multiple 
comparison problem" that must be addressed. In 
general, the probability of experiencin~ a Type I 
error in the entire set of statistical tesu increases 
with the number of comparisons being made. If 
a = 0.05, there is a 1 in 20 chance of a Type I 
error in any single test. If 20 comparisons are 
being made. it therefore is likely that at least one 
Type I error will occur among all 20 tests. 
Statistical Analysi-o of Ground-v.·arer Moniroring 
Date ar RCRA Facilities (EPA 1989~) is useful 
for designing sampling plans for companng 
information from roam- fixed locations with 
background. 

It may be useful at time.~ to look at 
comparisons other than onsite versus background. 
For example, upgradient wells can be compared 
with downgradient wells. :\.lso, there may be 
several areas within the site that should be 
compared for differences in site-related 
contaminant concentration. These areas of 
concern should be established before sampling 
takes place. If a more complicated comparison 
scheme is planned, a statistician should be 
consulted frequc:ntly to help distribute the 
sampling effon and design the analysis. 
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A statistically significant difference between 
background samples and site-related contamination 
should not, by itself, trigger a cleanup action. The 
remainder of this manual still must be applied so 
that the toxicological -- rather than simply the 
statistical -- significance of the contamination can 
be ascertained. 

4.5 PRELIMINARY IDE~rnFI
CATION OF POTE~liAL 
HUMAN EXPOSURE 

A preliminary identification of potential 
human exposure provides much needed 
information for the SAP. This activity involves 
the identification of (1) media of concern, (2) 
areas of concern (i.e., ;eneral locations of the 
media to be sampled), (3) types of chemicals 
expected at the site, and ( 4) potential routes of 
contaminant transport through the environment 
(e.g., inter-media transfer, food chain). This 
section provides general information on the 
preliminary identification of potential human 
exposure pathways, as well as specific information 
on the various media. (Also, see Chapter 6 for 
a detailed discussion of exposure assessment.) 

4.5.1 GENERAL INFORMATION 

Prior to discussing various specific exposure 
media, general information on the following is 
provided: media, types of chemicals, areas of 
concern, and routes of contaminant transport is 
addressed. 

Media of concern (including biota). For risk 
assessment purposes, media of concern at a site 
are: 

• any currentlv contaminated media to 
which individuals may be exposed or 
through which chemicals may be 
transported to potential receptors: and 

• any currentlv uncontaminated media that 
may become contaminated in the future 
due to contaminant transport. 

Several medium-specific factOrs in sampling may 
influence the risk assessment. For example, 
limitations in sampling the medium may limit the 

detailed evaluation of exposure pathways described 
in Chapter 6. To illustrate this, if soil samples 
are not collected at the surface of a site, then it 
may not be possible to accurately evaluate 
potential exposures involving direct contact with 
soils or exposures involving the release of 
contaminants from soils via wind erosion (with 
subsequent inhalation of airborne contaminants by 
exposed individuals). Therefore, based on the 
conceptual model of the site discussed previously, 
the risk assessor should make sure that 
appropriate samples are collected from each 
medium of concern. 

Areas of concern. Areas of concern refer to 
the general sampling locations at or near the site. 
For large sites, areas of concern may be treated 
in the RIJFS as "operable units," and may include 
several media Areas of concern also can be 
thought of as the locations of potentially exposed 
populations (e.g., nearest residents) or biota (e.g., 
wildlife feeding areas). 

Areas of concern should be identified based 
on site-specific characteristics. These areas are 
chosen purposively by the investigators during the 
initial seeping meeting. Areas of concern should 
include areas of the site that: 

(1) have different chemical types; 

(2) have different anticipated concentrations 
or hot spots; 

(3) are a release source of concern; 

( 4) differ from each other in terms of the 
anticipated spatial or temporal variability 
of contamination; 

(5) must be sampled using different 
equipment; and/or 

(6) are more or less costly to sample. 

In some instances, the risk assessor may want 
to estimate concentrations that are representative 
of the site as a whole, in addition to each area of 
concern. In these cases, two conditions generally 
should be met in defining areas of concern: (1) 
the boundaries of the areas of concern should not 
overlap and (2) all of the areas of concern 



together should account for the entire area of the 
site. 

Depending on the exposure pathways that 
are being evaluated in the risk assessment, it may 
not be necessary to determine site-wide 
representative values. In this case, areas of 
concern do not have to account for the entire 
area of the site. 

Types of chemicals. The types of chemicals 
expected at a hazardous waste site may dictate the 
site areas and media sampled. For example, 
certain chemicals (e.g., dioxins) that 
bioconcentrate in aquatic life also are likely to be 
present in the sediments. If such chemicals are 
expected at a particular site and humans are 
expected to ingest aquatic life, sampling of 
sediments and aquatic life for the chemicals may 
be particularly importanL 

Due to differences in the relative toxicities of 
different species of the same chemical (e.g., cr+3 

versus cr+6), the species should be noted when 
possible. 

Routes of contaminant transport. In addition 
to medium-specific concerns, there may be several 
potential current and future routes of contaminant 
transport within a medium and between media at 
a site. For instance, discharge of ground water or 
surface runoff to surface water could occur. 
Therefore, when possible, samples should be 
collected based on routes of potential transport. 
For cases in wltich contamination has not yet 
reached points of human exposure but may be 
transported to those areas in the future, sampling 
between the contaminant source and the exposure 
locations should be conducted to help evaluate 
potential future concentrations to which 
individuals may be exposed (e.g., through 
modeling). (See Chapter 6 for additional 
discussion on contaminant transporL) 

4.5.2 SOIL 

Soil represents a medium of direct contact 
exposure and often is the main source of 
contaminants released into other media. As such, 
the number, location, and type of samples 
collected from soils will have a significant effect 
on the risk assessment. See the box on this page 
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for guidance that provides additional detailed 
information concerning soil sampling, including 
information on sampling locations, general soil 
and vegetation conditions, and sampling 
equipment, strategies, and techniques. In addition 
to the general sampling considerations discussed 
previously, the follov.ing specific issues related to 
soil sampling are discussed below: the 
heterogeneous nature of soils, designation of hot 
spots, depth of samples, and fate and transport 
properties. 

SOIL SAMPLING GUIDANCE 

Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste (SW-
846): PhysictJl/Chemical Methods (EPA 
1986a) 

Field Manual for Grid Sampling of PCB Spill 
Sites to Verify Cleanups (EPA 1986b) 

A Compendium of Superfund Field Operations 
Methods (EPA 1987c) 

Soil Sampling Quality Assurance Guide (EPA 
Review Draft 1989b) 

Heterogeneous nature of soils. One of the 
largest problems in sampling soil (or other solid 
materials) is that its generally heterogeneous 
nature makes collection of representative samples 
difficult (and compositing of samples virtually 
impossible -- see Section 4.6.3). Therefore, a 
large number of soil samples may be required to 
obtain sufficient data to calculate an exposure 
concentration. Composite samples sometimes are 
collected to obtain a more homogeneous sample 
of a particular area; however, as discussed in a 
later section. compositing samples also serves to 
mask contaminant hot spots (as well as areas of 
low contaminant concentration). 

Designation of hot spots. Hot spots (i.e., 
areas of very high contaminant concentrations) 
may have a significant impact on direct contact 
exposures. The sampling plan should consider 
characterization of hot spots through extensive 
sampling, field screening. visual observations, or 
a combination of the above. 
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Depth of samples. Sample depth should be 
applicable for the exposure pathways and 
contaminant transport routes of concern and 
should be chosen purposively within that depth 
intervaL If a depth interval is chosen purposively, 
a random procedure to select a samplinf point 
may be established. Assessment of surface 
exposure:: will be more certain if samples are 
collected from the shallowest depth that can be 
practical]\ o!:ltained, rather than, for example, zero 
to rv.·c ket. Subsl1:-face soiJ samples are 
importan:. however, if so~ disturbance is likely or 
if leaching of chemica!.s to ground water is of 
concerr. or if the site h~ current or potential 
ag:icult ural l!Ses. 

Fate and transport properties. The sampling 
plan should consider physical and chemical 
characteristia of soil that are important for 
evaluating fate and transport. For example, soU 
samples being collected to identify potential 
sources o: ground-water contamination must be 
able to support models that estimate both 
quantities of chemicals leaching to ground water 
and the time needed for chemicals .to leach to and 
within the ground \Vater. 

4.5.3 GROIDHl WATER 

Considerable expense and effort normally are 
required for the installation and development of 
monitoring wells and the collection of ground
wate: samples. Welli must no: intr:Jduce foreign 
matetials and must provide a representative 
hydraulic connection to the geologic formation.s of 
mterest. ln addition, ground-water ~amples need 
to be collected using an approach that adequately 
defin~ the contaminant plume with respect to 
potential ex-posure pomts. Existing potential 
e1JOSure points (e.g., existing drinking water wells) 
should be sampled. 

More detailed information concerning ground
wate:- s::mpiinf canside:-ations (t.g .. sampling 
equipment, tynes. and techniques) can be found in 
the reference-" in the box on this page. Ir. 
addition to the general sampling considerations 
discussed previousiy in Section 4.5 .1, those specific 
for ground water -- hydrogeologic propc:-:,cs, well 
locaticr: and depth, and fille::-cd vs. L:r:Slteret 
sample: -· are discussed below 

GROUND-WATER SAMPLING 
GUIDANCE 

Practical Guitie ro Grourui-war.er Sampling 
(EPA 1985a) 

A Compendium ofSuperfundField Operations 
Methods (EPA 1987c) 

Handbook: Ground Water (EPA 1987d) 

Statistical Metfwds for Evaluating Growui 
WGrer from Hazardous Waste Facilities (EPA 
1988b) 

Guidance on Remedial Acz,ons for 
Contaminated Ground Water at Superfund 
Sites (EPA 1988e) 

Grourui-warer Sampling for Metals Analyses 
(EPA l989d) 

H)·drogeologic properties. The extent to 
which th( hydrogeologic properties (e.g., hydraulic 
conductivity, porosity, bulk density, fraction 
organic carbon, productivity) of the aquifer(S) are 
characterized may have a significant effect on the 
risk assessment The abilitY to estirr.ate future 
ex-posure con:.entrations depends on the extent to 
which hydrog~1logic properties needed to evaluate 
contaminant migration are quantified. Repetitive 
sampling of wells is necessary to obtain samples 
that are unaffected by drilling and well 
development and that accurately reflect 
hydrogeologic properties of the aquifer(s). 

V>ell location and depth. Tne location of 
wells should be sucL that both the horizontal and 
vertical extent o: contamination can be 
characterizeC. Sep~:-ate water-bearing zones may 
have differer.. :,au it::~ classifications and uses and 
thereL,re m:;·- r.eed tc he evaluated separately in 
tne nsk assessment. ~n addition, sinking or 
floating layers of contamination may be present 
at different depths of the wells. 

Filtered YS. unfiltered samples. _;at~ from 
filtered and unfiltered ground-water samples are 
usefui for evaluating chemical migration in ground 
wz.ter, because comparison of chemical 



concentrations in unfiltered versus filtered samples 
can provide important information on the form in 
which a chemical exists in ground water. For 
instance, if the concentration of a chemical is 
much greater in unfiltered samples compared to 
filtered samples, it is likely that the majority of 
the chemical is sorbed onto particulate matter and 
not dissolved in the ground water. This 
iniormation on the form of chemical (i_e_, 
dissolved or suspended on particulate matter) is 
important to understandinf chemie1l mobility 
within the aquifer_ 

If chemica: analvsis reveaL significantly 
different concentrations in the filtered and 
unfiltered samples, try to determine whethe- there 
is a high concentration of suspended p:::m::jes or 
if apparently high concentrations art due to 
samplinf or well construction artifacts. 
Supplementary samples car. be collected in a 
manner that will minimize the influence of these 
artifacts. In addition, consider the effects of the 
following. 

• Filter size. A 0.45 urn filter may screen 
out some potentially mobile particulates 
to which contaminants are absorbed and 
thus under-renresent contaminant 
concentrations. (Recent research 
suggests that a 1.0 urn may be c:. more 
appropriate filter size_) 

• Pumping velocitY. Pumping at too high 
a rate will entrain particulates (to which 
contaminants are absorbed) that would 
no: normally be mobile; this could 
overestimate contaminant concentrations. 

• Sarr:ple oxidation_ After contact \vith air, 
many metals oxidize and for:r, insoluble 
compounds that may be filtered out: this 
may underestimate inorgani::- chemical 
con~r. nations_ 

• Wet: G.1nstructior materials. Corrosion 
may eievate somL metal concentrations 
even in stainless steel wells. 

If unfilte::-c:::. wate:- is of potable quality C:Jta 
from unfil: '->red water samples should be us::~ to 
estimate c:?osure (see Chapter 6). The F-?~1 
should ultimately decide the type of sample.:: that 
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are wllected. II only one type of sample is 
collected (e.g., unfiltered). _i:JStification for not 
collecting the othe type of sample (q: .. , filtered) 
shoulc be provided in the sampling plan. 

4.5.4 SURFI\CE WATER AND SEDIMENT 

Samples need to rw collected from any nearby 
surface water body potcn:ially receiving discharge 
frorr. the ~He. Samples are needet at <l sufficient 
number o: sampling points to char:.:tc:-ize 
exposure p;~thways, and at potential d!~<:h:. r~c 

p('ints to the water bod~· to determine if tr:t sne 
(or some other source) i~ contributing to surface 
water/sediment contamination. Some important 
considerations fo::- surface water/sediment sampling 
that may affecl the risk assessment for various 
typ::E and ponions of water bodies (i.e., !otic 
waters, Jemie waters, estuaries, sediments) arc 
discussed below. More detailed information 
concerning surface water and sediment sampling, 
su:::h as selecting sampling locations and sampling 
equipment, types, and techniques, is provided in 
the references given in the box below. 

SURFACE WATER .-\.'ill SEDIMENT 
SAMPLING GUIDANCE 

Procedures for Handling and Chemical 
Analysis of Sediment and Warer Samples 
(EPA and COE 1981' 

Sediment Sampling Qualiry Assurance User's 
Guide (EPA 1984) 

Metlwds /o.fanual_for Bortom Sediment Sample 
Collection (EPA 1985b) 

A Compendium of Superfund Field Operations 
Methods (EPA 19S7c) 

An Overview of Sediment Quality in thf! 
United States (EPA 1987e) 

Proposed Guide for Sedimern Collecn'on. 
Storage, Characreri:.arion and Manipulation 
(The Arneri:::an Society for Testing and 
1viaterials, undated) 
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Lotic waters. Lotic waters are fast-moving 
waters such as rivers and streams. Variations in 
mixing across the stream channel and downstream 
in rivers and streams can make it difficult to 
obtain representative samples. Although the 
selection of sampling points will be highly 
dependent on the e.qx>sure pathways of concern 
for a panicular site, samples generally should be 
taken both toward the middle of the channel 
where the majority of the flow occurs anc along 
the banks where flow is generally lower. Samplint; 
locations should be downgradient of any possible 
contaminant sources such as tributaries or effluent 
outfalls. Any facilities (e.g., dams, wastewater 
treatment plants) upstream that affect flow volume 
or water quality should be considered during the 
timing of sampling. •Background" releases 
upstream could confound the interpretation of 
sampling results by diluting contaminants or by 
increasing contaminant loads. In general, 
sampling should begin downstream and proceed 
upstream. 

Lentic waters. Len tic waters are slow-moving 
waters such as lakes, ponds, and impoundments. 
In general, lentic waters require more samples 
than lotic waters because of the relatively low 
degree of mixing of lentic waters. Thermal 
stratification is a major factor to be considered 
when sampling lakes. If the water body is 
stratified, samples from each layer should be 
obtaineG. Vertical composite:: o: these layers then 
may be made, if appropriate. For small shallow 
ponds, only one or two sample locations (e.g., the 
intake and the deepest points) may be adequate 
depending on the exposure pathways of concern 
for the site. Periodic release of water should be 
considered when sampling impoundments, a.s this 
may affect chemicai concentrations and 
stratification. 

Estuaries. Contaminant concentrations in 
estuaries will depend on tidal flow and salinity
stratification, among other factors. To obtain a 
representative sample, sampling should be 
conducted through a tidal cycle by taking three 
sets of samples on a given day: (1) at low tide; 
(2) at high tide; and (3) at "half tide." Each layer 
of salinity should be sa~pled. 

Sediments. Sediment samples should be 
collected in a manner that minimizes disturbance 
of the sediments and potential contamination of 

subsequent samples. Sampling in flowing waters 
should begin downstream and end upstream. 
Wading should be avoided. Sediments of different 
composition (i.e., mud, sand, rock) should not be 
composited. Again, it is important to obtain data 
that will support the eyaluation of the potential 
exposure pathways of concern. For example, for 
pathways such as incidental ingestion, sampling of 
near-shore sediments may be important; however, 
for dermal absorption of sediment contaminants 
during recreational use such as swimming, samples 
from differen: points throughout the water body 
may be important. If ingestion of benthic 
(bottom-dwelling) species or surface water will be 
assessed during the risk assessment. sediment 
should be sampled so that characteristics needed 
for modeling (e.g., fraction of organic carbon, 
panicle size distribution) can be determined (see 
Section 4.3). 

4.5.5 AIR 

Guidance for developing an air sampling plan 
for Superfund sites is provided in Procedures for 
Dispersion Modeling and Air Monitoring for 
Superfund Air Pathway Analysis (EPA 1989e). 
That document is Volume IV of a series of four 
technical guidance manuals called Procedures for 
Conducting Air Pathway Analyses for Superfund 
Applications (EPA 1989e-h). The other three 
volumes of the series include discussions of 
potential air pathways, air emJssion sources, and 
procedures for estimating potential source 
emission rates associated witt both the baseline 
site evaluation and remedial activities at the site. 

Air monitoring information, along with 
recommendations fo: proper selection and 
application of air dispersion models, is included 
in Volume IV. The section on air monitoring 
contained in this volume presents step-by-step 
procedures to develop, conduct, and evaluate the 
results of air concentration monitoring to 
characterize downwind exposure conditions from 
Superfund air emission sources. The first step 
addressed is the process of collecting and 
reviewing existing air monitoring information 
relevant to the specific site, including source, 
receptor, and environmental data. The second 
step involves determining the level of 
sophistication for the air monitoring program; the 
levels range from simple screening procedures to 
refined techniques. Selection of a given level will 



depend on technica: considerations (e.g., detection 
limits) and available resources. The third step on 
air monitoring is development of the air 
monitoring plan and includes determination of the 
type of air monitors, the number and ~ocation o: 
monitors, the frequency and duration of 
monitoring, sampling and analysis procedures, and 
QNQC nrocedures. Step four details the day-to
day ac:ivities related tC1 conducting the air 
maintenance anc calibratior ... and documentation 
of laboratory results and Q.t-.IQC procedures. The 
fifth a-:1d final step involves the procedure< 
necessary to (1) summarize and evaluate the a!f 
monitoring results for validity, (2) summarize the 
statistics used, (3) determine site-related air 
concentrations (by compa:ison of upwind and 
downwind concentration~ 1, anc (4) esuma:e 
uncertainties in the results related to the 
monitoring equipment anc nrogram and th:: 
analytical techniques used in tne laboratory. 

Given the difficulties of collecting sufficient 
air samples to characterize both temporal and 
spatial variability of air concentrations, modeling 
- along or in conjunction with monitoring -- is 
often used in the risk assessment. For the mos~ 
efficien: sampling program, the section in Volume 
IV on modeling should be used in conjunction 
with the section on monitoring. 

Volume IV also contains a comorehensive 
bibliography of other sources of air monitoring 
and modeling guidance. ~ate, however, that while 
this volume contains ar, extensive discussion or. 
planning and conducting air sampling, it does no: 
pro•ide details concerning particular monitoring 
equipment and techniques. The box on this page 
lists some sources of d~<.ailed info:-ma:ion on ai:
sarr.:>ling. The foll:•v.ing parag~apns address 
seve:-al specific aspew of air sampling: temporal 
anc spatial considerations, emission sources. 
meteorological conditions. 

Temporal and spatial considerations. The 
goal of air sampling at a site is tc adecuately 
characterize air-related contaminant ex-posure.<.. At 
a minimum, sampling results should be adequate 
for predictive short-term and long-term modeling. 
When evaluanng long-term inhalation exposures, 
sample resulL~ should be representative of the 
long-term ave:age air concentrations at the lon~
term e,..:posure points. This requires an ::m 
sampling plac of sufficient temporal scale to 
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AIR SAMPLING GUIDANCE 

Technical Assistance Document for Sampling 
and Analysis of Toxic Organic Compounds in 
Ambient Air (EPA 1983) 

A Compendium of Superfund Field Operarion: 
Methods (EPA 1987c) 

Procedures for D:_·,persion Modeling and Air 
Monitoring for !;uperfun.C Air Parhway 
Analysi.s (EPA 19S8f) 

e.ncompdSs the range of meteorological and 
climatic conditions potentially affecting emissions. 
and o: sufficient spatiai scale tO ch:.:.~acterize 

associated air concentrations at pc. entia! exposure 
points. If acute or subchronic e:o.-posures resulting 
from episodes of unusually large emissions are of 
interest, sampling over a much smaller time ~cale 
would be needed. 

Emission sources. Selection of the 
appropriate type of ai; monitor will depend or, 
the emission source(s) bemg investigatee as weU 
as the exposure routes to be evaluated. For 
example, if inhalation of dusl is ar, eA.-posure 
pathway of concern, then the monitoring 
equipment mus< be able to collect respirable dust 
samples. 

Meteorological conditions. Site-sn(;cific 
meteorolo~iwl conditiom should be obtained 'e.g .. 
from the J'<atiOnal Weather Service'1 or recorded 
dur:ng tht air sampling program \\oith suffi:ient 
det.ai; and quality assurance to subst:mtiat( and 
e\'tJ.ain the air sampling re...<ults. The re•1n\ of 
these meteorological data wr. heir indic::!tt the 
sampling locations anc freq utncies. 
Meteorological characteristics also v.ill be 
necessary if air rn.'"ldeling is to be conducted. 

4.5.6 BIOTA 

Organisms sampled for human healtt. risk 
2c.sessment purposes should be those th:.: · are 
lil:e!y to be consumed by humans. Tn:~ mav 
include animals such as corr.mercia; and g:omc fist: 
(Lf. .• salmon, trouL catfish).~ nellfist 1 e.g .. O\"Sters, 
clams. crayfish,. iowl (e.g .. pheasan:. duel::. and 
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terre<;trial mammals (e.g., rabbit, deer), as well as 
plants such as grains (e.g., wheat, com), vegetables 
(e.g., spinach, carrots), and fruit (e.g., melons, 
strawberries). An effon should be made to 
sample species that are consumed most frequently 
by humans. Guidance for collecting biota samples 
is provided in the references given in the box 
below. The following paragraphs address the 
following special aspects of biota sampling: 
ponion vs. whole sampling. temporal concerns, 
food preference, fish sampling, involvement by 
other agencies. 

Food. and Drug Administration's Pesticide Anti/ytieal Manual.· (FDA .·~977) . ·· .·. · 

· .. ·cooftumive •Jf#iem"eni.olt·.~e···~~odng.of•····· 
•• Contaminants i:i: · GreiitLOices Spoit FI.rh for • · · 
· · Iffi171a11: J:lealth ]1lrposes (EPA.l'J?Sc;} · · · ·· 

~~·~·.;irz,:J•:·~nd .. JndJsJ2i .. d~JdrrJn••········· 
· .... Domesiic Fo(xis(FDA 19~6) 

··· .. · .. i.¢ainpendiumiofSup~F~~Qp~atio~•········ 
.Me11tofis (EPA 1987c) ·· · ····· . > • ••· 

... .. .... . . . . ·-·:·::;: .. :··:. 

····:·•·•·q~········~~l······J~······:Z;~ink·••····#u~an.·.·· . · .. ·· Heiilth J1.isks .from. Chemically C()nta1'11inated 
Fish •i:md Shellfish {EPA 1989i) . . .. . 

Portion vs. whole sampling. If only human 
exposure is of concern, chemical concentrations 
shouid be measured only in edible portion(s) of 
the biota. For many fish species, estimates of 
concentrations in fillets (skin on or skin off) are 
the most appropriate measures of exposure 
concentrations. Whole body measurements may 
be needed, however, for certain species of fish 
and/or for environmental risk assessments. For 
example. for some species, especially small ones 
(e.g., smelt), whole body concentrations are most 
appropriate. (See Risk Assessment Guidance for 
Superfund: Environmental Evaluation Manual 
(EPA 1989a) for more information concerning 
biota sampling for environmental assessment.) 
The edible portion of an organism can vary with 
species and with the potentially exposed 
subpopulation. 

Temporal concerns. Any conditions that may 
result in non-representative sampling. such as 
sampling during a species' migration or when 
plants are not in season, should be avoided. 

Food preferem:es. At some sites, human 
subpopulations m the area may have different 
food consumption patterns that need to be 
evaluated. For example, some people commonly 
eat the hepatopancreas of shellfish. In these 
cases, organ concentrations would be most 
appropriate for estimating exposure. Another 
example of a less common food preference is 
consumption of relatively large quantities of 
seaweed and other less commonly eaten seafoods 
in some Asian communities. 

Fish sampling. It is recommended that fish 
of "catchable" size be sampled instead of young, 
small fish because extremely young fish are not 
likely to be consumed. Older, larger fish also 
generally are more likely to have been exposed to 
site-specific contaminants for a long time, 
although for some species (e.g., salmon) the 
reverse is true. Both bottom-dwelling (benthic) 
and open-water species should be sampled if both 
are used as a food source . 

Other agencies. Biota sampling may involve 
other federal agencies such as the Fish and 
Wildlife Sen.ice or the Depanment of Agriculture . 
The equivalent state agencies also may be 
involved. In suet cases. these agencies should be 
involved early in the scoping process. 

4.6 DEVELOPING AN OVERALL 
STRATEGY FOR SM1PLE 
COLLECTIO!' 

For each medium a: a site, there are several 
strategies for collectinf samples. The sampling 
strategies for a ;;ite must be appropriate for use 
in a quantitative risk assessment; if inappropriate, 
even the strictest QNQC procedures associated 
with the strategy will not ensure the usability of 
sample results. Generally, persons actually 
conducting the field investigation will determine 
the strategy. As discussed in Section 4.1, risk 
assessors also should be involved in discussions 
concerning the strategy. The followinf areas of 
major concern (from a risk assessment 

i 
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perspective) are discussed in this section: sample 
size, sampling location, types of samples, temporal 
and meteorological factors, field analyses, and cost 
of sampling. Many of these areas also are 
discussed for specific media in Section 4.5. See 
the box in the opposite column and Section 4.5 
for more detailed guidance on sampling strategy. 

4.6.1 DEI'ERMINE SAMPLE SIZE 

Typically, sample size and sample location 
(see Section 4.6.2) are determined at the same 
time. Therefore, much of the discussion in this 
subsection is also pertinent to determining 
sampling location. The discussion on statistics in 
Section 4.4 is useful for both sample size and 
location determinations. 

A number of considerations are associated 
with determining an appropriate number of 
samples for a risk assessment. These 
considerations include the following four factors: 

(1) number of areas of concern that will be 
sampled; 

(2) statistical methods that are planned; 

(3) statistical performance (i.e., variability 
power, and certainty) of the data that 
will be collected; and 

( 4) practical considerations of logistics and 
cost. 

In short, many decisions must be made by the 
risk assessor related to the appropriate sample 
size for an investigation. A statistician cannot 
estimate an appropriate sample size without the 
supporting information provided by a risk assessor. 
The following paragraphs discuss these four factors 
as they relate to sample size determinations. 

Areas of concern. A major factor that 
influences how many samples are appropriate is 
the number of areas of concern that are 
established prior to sampling. As discussed in the 
next subsection, if more areas of concern are 
identified, then more samples generally will be 
needed to characterize the site. If the total 
variability in chemical concentrations is reduced 
substantially by subdividing the site into areas of 
concern, then the statistical performance should 
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SAMPLING STRATEGY GUIDANCE 

Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste (SW-
846): Physical!Chenlical Methods (EPA 
1986a) 

Data Quality Objectives for Remedial 
Response Activities: Development Process 
(EPA 1987a) 

DtlUl Qualily Objectives for Remedial 
Response Activities: Example Scenario: 
RI/FS Activities at a Site with Comc.minated 
Soils and Ground Water (EPA 1987b) 

Expanded Site Inspection (ESI) Transitional 
Guidance for FY 1988 (EPA 1987f) 

Quality Assurance Field Operations Manual 
(EPA 1987g) 

Statistical Methods for Evaluating the 
Attainment of Superfwui Cleanup Standards: 
Volume 1, Soils and Solid Media (EPA 
1988f) 

Proposed Guidefcnes for Exposure-related 
Measurements (EPA 1988g) 

interim Report on Sampling Design 
Methodology (EPA 1988h) 

Standard Handbook of Hazardous Waste 
Treatment aml Disposal (Freeman 1989) 

Soil Sampling Quality Assurance Guide (EPA 
1989b) 

improve and result in a more accurate assessment 
of the site. 

Statistical methods. A variety of statistical 
manipulations may need to be performed on the 
data used in the risk assessment. For example, 
there may be comparisons \V:ith background 
concentrations, estimates of upper confidence 
limits on means, and determinations of the 
probability of identifying hot spots. Each of these 
analyses requires different calculations for 
determining a sample size that v..ill yield a 
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specified statistical performance. Some of the 
available guidance, such ~ the Ground-wate~ 

Monitoring guidance (EPA 1986c), tht RCRA 
Delisting guidance (EPA 1985d), and tLe Soili 
Cleanup Attainment guidance (EPA 1988f), 
address these strategies in detail. 

Statistical performance (i.e., variabilitJ, 
power, nne certainty). If samples will be taken 
t-flm an area that is anticipated to have a high 
degree of variability in chemical concentrations, 
then many samples rna~· bt reqmred 1.o achieve a 
specified level of certainty anci power. If 
contaminant concentrations in ar_ area arc h;;nly 
variable anc only a few samples can be obw:ned. 
then the risk assessor should anticipate (1) 2. great 
deal of uncertainty in estimatin£ mean 
concentrations at the site. (2) difficulty in defining 
the dist:ibution of the data (e.g., normal), anc (3) 
upper C0nfidence limits much higher than the 
mean. Identification of multiple areas of con~rn 
-- each with its own set of samples and descriptive 
statistics -- will help reduce the tota! variability if 
the areas of concern are defined so that they are 
very different ir, their contaminan: concentrau::m 
profiles. Risk assessors should discuss in the 
scopin£ meetinf both the anticipated variability in 
the data and the desired power and certainty of 
the statistics that will be estimated from the data. 

As discussed in Section 4.4.3, power is the 
iikelihood of detecting a false null hypo:hesis. 
Power is particularly important when com;:;aring 
site characteristics with background. For example, 
if a ll' pe!'cent difference n mean concentrati:ms 
needs to be determinee v.'itt 99 percent likeliho:1d 
:i.e, power of 0.99). a very large number of 
sample:: v.ill likely be needed (unless the site and 
backg.r·0und variabilities are extremely low). On 
the c:ner hand, if the investigator is only 
inter~~ed in whether the onsite ;1verage condition~ 
are 100 times larger than bacl:ground o~ can 
ac~;-~: ~ l'Jwer chance of detc:::tmg the difference 
if i: exis:.5 (i.e .. 2. lower p;)w~r), ther. a sr.1aller 
sample :~ze could be accommodated. 

The c:he statistical performance quantity 
besides power that may need to be specified is 
tr,e ce:-taintY of the calculations. One minm the 
certainty is the significance level (_i.e .. o), ,_-: false 
positive rate (see alsc Section 4.4.3). The hig~c~ 
the desired certaintY level (i.e., the lower the 
significance level'). the gre<:tter the true difference 

must be to observe a statistical difference. ln the 
case of upper confidence limits on estimates of 
mean concentrations. the higher the desired 
cenainty level. the higher will be the upper 
confidence limi:. This follow.- from the fact that 
in generaL ~ certain!',· incre:1ses (i.e .. o becomes 
~malleT). the size of the conf1dence interval also 
m creases. 

Practical considerations. Finally. quesucms 
of practicality. logistics, sampling equipment, 
laboratory cons:~ints, quality assurance_ and cost 
influe:Jet: the s~ -:-:ole size that will be available for 
data analysis. .:Jter the ideal sampie siz< has 
been determinx using o: her factor~- practical 
considerations ::.an be introduced to modifY the 
sample size if r.ecessary. 

4.6.2 ESTABLISH SAI\IPLI~G LOCATIONS 

There are three general strategies for 
estahlishin£ sample locations: (I) purposive, (2) 
compietely r:.:ndom. and (3" sv~temauc. Various 
combination< of these generai strategies are 
possible anc acceptabie. 

Much of the discussion on statistics ir. the 
preceding subsection anc in Sectior 4.4 is 
appropriate here. Typically, a statistJciar, should 
be consulted when determinin~ samplmg location. 

Purposive sampling. .A.Jthough area~ of 
conce:r: are establi: hed pumosr,·ely (e.g .. with t::~ 

intem1on of identifyin~ contamination). th~ 

s~mpling loc.<ni~Jns withir: the are!' of concern 
generallv shouid not be sampled purposivel;. if the 
data :::.re to be used to provioe defensible 
informatior: for a nsk assessmcn:. Pur?osivel' 
identified sam?ling locatio::: arc not dis:::ou~agec 
i: the objective is sitt characteriz:ltion. conducting 
a chemical inventory, or the evaluation of \isually 
Ob\·ious contamir.ation. The sampling results, 
however, may overestimate o: underestim:::cc the 
true conditio~ at the ~llt" depending c:n the 
stratcgJe> of the sampling team. Due to the bias 
associated v-.'iti. the samples, data frorr: purposively 
identified sampling locations generally should not 
be averaged, and distributions of these data 
generall;. should not he m:>.jeled anc used to 
estimate other relevant s:c.tJ:;tic.:. Ahe~ ;,~cas o.· 
concern have been estatolished purposively, 
ground-water monitorin~ well loGJtions. 
contmuous air monitor lo~uons, and soil s::mple 



locations should be determined random!~· or 
systematically within the areas of concern. 

Random sampling. Random sampling 
involves selecting sampling locations in an 
unbiased manner. Although the investigator may 
have chosen the area o' concern purposively, the 
location of random sampling points within the 
area should be independent of the investigator 
(i.e .. unbiased). In addition, the sampling pain~ 
should be independent of each othe~; that is. i' 
should not bt possible to predict the location of 
one samplinf, point basee on the location of 
others. Random sampling points can be 
established by choosing a series of pairs of 
random numbe~ tha' can be mapped onto c. 
coordinate systerr. that has been establishec for 
each area of concerr •. 

Several positive featur~ are associatee v.ith 
data collected in a random sampling program. 
First, the data can be averaged and used to 

estimate average concentrations for the area of 
concern (rather than simply an average of the 
samples that were acquired). Second, estimates of 
the uncenaintv of the average and the 
distributional form of the concentration 
measurements are informative and simple to 
estimate when they are determined from data that 
were obtained randomly. Finally, if there is a 
trend or systematic beha'<ior to t.'"le chemical 
concentrations (e.g., sampling is occurring along 
a chemical gradient). then random sampling is 
preferred because it reduces the likelihood that all 
of the high concentration locations are sampled tc 
the exclusion of the low concentration locations. 

Systematic sampling. Systematic ~;-rmple 

locations arc established acnss an area of ~ncem 
by laying out ~ g:id of sarr:~ling locarions that 
follow a regula~ pattern. Systematic sampling 
ensures that the sampling effort across the area of 
concern is uniform and tha: samples are collected 
in each area. The sampling locatior. grid should 
be determined by randomly identif:ing a single 
initia: location from which the grid is constructed. 
If such a random componen: is no: introduced. 
the sample is essentially pu"'Closive. Tne grid can 
be formed in several patterns including square, 
rectangular, triangr:br. or hexagonaL depending or: 
the shape of the area. A square pattern is of:en 
the simplest to establish. Systematic sampling is 
preferable to other types o: samp:~:tg i: the 
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objective is to searct for small areas with elevate;.. 
concentrations. Also, gcostatistic~l 

characterizations - a<, described in the DQO 
guidance (EP.c :987a,b) --are best done v.ith data 
w!Jected frorr, a systematic sample. 

Disadvantages of systematic sampling include 
the need for spe::ial variance calculations in order 
to estimate cor,fidence limi~ on the average 
concentration. The Soil~ Cica.nup Ana::-tmen• 
guidance (EPA 1988f) discusseo these calculat1om 
in further detail. 

4.6.3 DETERMINE TI'PES Of SA.\-IPLES 

Another item of concern is the determination 
a:· the types of samples to be collectec. Basically, 
tw;:J types of sampleo rna,· be collecced at a site: 
grab and composite. 

Grab sample~. Grab samples represen: a 
single unique part of ::: medium collected a: a 
specific location anc time. 

Composite samples. Composite samples -
sometimes referred to as continuous sanples for 
air --combine subsamr:les frorr. differen: ;ocatior-~ 
and/or times. As suer., composite samples m::y 
diiutc or otherwise misrepresent concentrations 
a: spedfic points and. therefore, should be avoided 
as the only inputs to c. risk assessment. For 
media such a~ soil, sediment. anc ~round water. 
composite samples gener;:li\· rr.~\ bt used to assess 
the presence or abse:1:e o: contamination; 
however. they may be usee ire risk assessment only 
to reprc:,cm ~verage con::cntrations (and thm 
exposures 1 ar ~ site. Fo~ cxampie. "hot spots" 
cannot be dete~inec u~ir.~ com",;site samples. 
For surface water anc ai~. compo:::e samples rr.ay 
be useful if concenrratJons an' exposures arc 
expected to vaz: over time or s:-<Jce, as will often 
he the case in 2 large s;rearr. or nvcr. 
Composites th·;: car. be used tc estimate dail' or 
monthly average concentrations. or to accoun' for 
stratification due to depth or varymg flov, rate.< 
across a stream. 

4.6.4 CONSIDER TEMPORAL A.l\'D 
METEOROLOGICAL FACTORS 

Temporal (time anc meteorologiw: 
(weathe~, factors also me::·. be considercc whe:1 
determinin~; sampling strategies. The sampling 



desifD should account for fluctuations in cnemicai 
concentrations due to these factors because in 
general, the variability in sampling results 
increases v.'ith increasing complexity of these 
factors. When these factors are complex, 
specialized and detailed sampling designs are 
needed to maintain a constant and certain level of 
accuracy in the results. Countering this need, 
however, is the cost of the sampling. The 
following paragraphs address the interactions of 
the single sampling event, annual/seasonal 
samplinf cvcle. variability estimation, and the cost 
of sampl:nf;. 

Single samplin:; event. Variability fie.:!' :res 
from a single s;...:;.pling event will underest;rr.;ne 
tht ove:-all variaoility of concentrations acros~ ar. 
ar;:c~ o! wncern. which in turn will r~sult in tlle 
underestimation of the confidence limits on the 
mean. The reason for this underestimation is that 
temporal variability is not included in an 
?valuation of the tota: environmental variability 
a: tht 'iK. 

Annual/seasonal sampling cycle. The ideal 
sampling strategy incorporates a full allTiual 
sampling cycle. If this strategy cannot be 
accommodated in the investigation. at least twc 
sampling events should be considered. Thest. 
sampling events should take place during opposite 
seasonal extremes. For example, sampling periods 
that may be considered extremes iL temporal 
sampling include (1) high water/low water. (2) 
higb rech:.;:ge/low recharge. (3) windy/calrr.. and 
14) high suspended solids/clear water. This type 
of samplinf requires some prior knowledge of 
regiona! seasonal dynamics. In addition. a 
sampling t~rr. that can mobilize rapidly mrght be 
needed if tnt ;:J::nicular vear • ·f sarr.plin& i.e not 
typical ~nc. ::1t extreme con<J:tions occur a: ar: 
unusua time. See the t>Jx on this page for 
example: of seasonal variability. 

Vanabilit; estimation. The sir:;ple variance 
estimator: tha: arc after. c;sed in -;:-,k assessment 
require t~at tht dat~ are ir:.:1epend..:nr or 
un::orre!:.::ed. Cenain ~''~ of repeated sam~lcs. 
hc,wever. l e.g .. those fro:r &rounc-watcr we:::• or 
arr monitors) actually arc time serie~. data tha: 
might be ro:;c!ated. Ir. other words, the 
concentra:ion of a contaminant in an aquifer 
measurer~ al a weli on a givc.:n day will depenc, ir. 
pan, on -.>'hat the concentration in the aquifer w;o· 

SEASONAL VARIABILITY 

Regardless of the medium sampled, sample 
compos: lion may vary depending on the time of year 
and we.c.ther conditions when the sampJe is collected. 
For c:xampJe, rain storms mav greatly aUer soil 
composition and thus atTec: th!: types and concentrations 
of chemicals present or. solid material: heavy 
precipitation and runoff [rom sno,.,melt may directly 
dilute chemical concentrat1ons or change the types o[ 
chemicals present in surface water; heavy Tllin also may 
result in sediment loading to w:>.ter bodies, which could 
increase contammation or aHec1 the concent.ratiom o[ 
ot:-,er contaminant~ through adsorption and sertling in 
the water column; if ground-water samples are collected 
from an area hea\ily dependent on ground wate~ for 
imgatior. tne composition of a sample collected during 
the sumrn~~ growing season may great!)' differ from the 
compos'tion of a sample collected in the winter. 

on the pre\'ious day. To reduce thi.5 dependence 
(e.g., due to seasonai variability), sampling of 
ground-wate: wells and air moniton should be 
either separated in time or the data should be 
evaluatec using statistical models v.'ith variance 
estimators that can accommodate a correlar;.:m 
structure. Otherv.'ise, if time se:-ie,:; data that are 
wrrclate.C are treated a~ ,;; randcm sample and 
usee tc calculate upper confiden :c. limits on the 
mean. the confidence ll:nits v.-'ill be 
underestimated. 

Ideally, samples of various media should be 
c:.11lected in c manner that accounts for time and 
\\:.:ather factors. If seasonal fluctuations cannot be 
c:.:·:-acterizee m the investigations, details 
e01.:.:erning me:eorologic:· .. seasonal. a:1d climatic 
C•. nditioru; du~:r.g samr.iing must be documented. 

4.6.: CSE FIELD SCREENING AAALYSES 

.AJJ. imoonant component of the overall 
samplin~ strategy is the use of field screening 
analyses. These types of analyses utilize 
instrument<: that range from relative!;· simpit (e.g .. 
bnd-held o.:-ganic vapo~ de tecto~:;,' to more 
sophisticated (e.g., field ~as chromatographs). 
(See Ficli Screening A1ethod.s Catalog [EPA 1987h] 
for mo'e information.) Typically, field screening 
1s us .. ~ to provide threshold indications of 
contar.;mation. For example, or: the basis of soil 
ga:, screening, the :Jeld investigation tearr. may 
dctc:-mine that cont:...mination of a particular area 



1s indicated and therefore detailed sampling is 
warranted. Although field screening results 
usual!\ are not direc:ly used in the risk 
assessment, they art useful fo~ streamlining 
sampling and the overall RI/FS process. 

4.6.6 CONSIDEF. TIME A..ND COST Of 
SAMPLING 

Twc p::-imary constraints in samplin~ are time 
and cost. "::""ime consuming or expensive sampling 
strategies fo~ some media may prohibi: multiple 
sampling points. For exampie, multiple ground
water wells and air monitors on ::. grid sampling 
pattern are seldom locned withir. a single area of 
concern. Howeve:. multiple surface water and soil 
samples -within eac:r: a~ea of concern are easier to 
obtain. In the ca~: of ground water and air, 
several areas o: cone:::-:-. may have to be collapsed 
rnto a single area so ttar multiple samples will bt 
available for estimating environmental variability 
or so that the dynanilcs of these media can be 
evaluated using ac.xpted models of fate anc 
transport. 

In general, it is important to remember when 
developing the sampling strategy that detailed 
sampling must be balanced against the time and 
cost involved. The goal of RLI?S sampling is no: 
exhaustive site characterization, but rather to 
provide sufficient information to form the basis 
for site remedia:ion. 

4. 7 QA/QC MEASURES 

This sectio:-. presen~ ar, O\"tf\iew of the 
follov.'ing qual: t}' assurancelqualir:· control 
(QAIQC) considerations tha~ are of particular 
importance for rut assessment samplir.g: 
sampling protocol, samplin£ devices, QC samples, 
collection procedures, anc sample preservation. 
Note, however, that the pu;pose of this discussion 
is to provide backgrounc information: :ne risk 
assessor wit not b~ resporu:ible for mos~ QAIQC 
evaluations. 

The Q;.wlity Assurance Field Operations 
Manual (EPA 19S7g) should be w,riewed. In 
addition. the EPA Environmental Monitoring 
Support Laboratory in Las Vegas, Nevad<., 

(EMSL-LV! currently is v.Titing ;, guidance 
document concerning the development of quality 
assurance sample designs for Superfund site 
investigations. Regional QNQC contact-; (e.g., 
the regional Environmental Services Di•ision) or 
EMSL-L \" should be consulted if more 
information concerning QAIQC procedures for 
sampling is desired. 

4.7.1 SAMPLING PROTOCOL 

The sampling protoco: for <: risk assessment 
should include the following: 

• objectives of the stuay: 

• procedures for sample ccllection, 
preservation, handlL'1~ and transport; 
and 

• onalytical strategies tt:n v.ill be used. 

Presenting the objectives of the RI sampling is 
particularly important because these objectives 
also v.ill determine the focus of the risk 
assessmenL There should be instructions on 
documenting conditions presem during sampling 
(e.g.. weather conditions, media conditions j. 
Persons collecting samples must be adequately 
trained and experienced in sample collection. Test 
evaluations of the precision attained by persons 
involved in sample collectior, should be 
documer. led (i.e., tht: individual collecting a 
sample should do so ir, <:. manner tha: ensures 
tha: 2 bor:wgeneou.s. valid sample 1: reproducihiy 
obtained;· Tne discussion of a;;:::!~-" :a! strategies 
should speci~: quantitation lirr.;ts to be achieved 
during anal:-~e:: o: each medium. 

.:;.7.2 SA!\fPUNG DEVICES 

The devices used to collect. store. prese-'•::... 
and transport samples must no; alte:- tht. san.: ·le 
in an; wa; (i.e., the sampling materials cannot be 
reactive, sorptive, able to leach am.iy1es, or cause 
interfe:-en~ witt the laborato!}' analysis). For 
exampit:. if the v.Tong materials are u$ed to 

construe: wells for the coUectior: of ground-water 
samples, org;.,nic chemicals may be adsorbed to the 
well materi~ls and not be present in the collected 
sample. 
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4.7 .3 QC SAMPLES 

Field QC samples (e.g., field blanks, trip 
blanks, duplicates, split samples) must be 
collected, stored, transponed, and analyzed in a 
manner identical to those for site samples. The 
meaning and purpose of blank samples are 
discussed in detail in Chapter 5. Field duplicate 
samples are usually two samples collected 
simultaneously from the same sampling location 
and are used as measures of either the 
homogeneity of the medium sampled in a 
panicular location or the precision in sampling. 
Split samples are usually one sample that is 
divided into equal fracti:lns and sent to separatt 
independent laboratories for analysis. These spli~ 
samples are used to check precision .and accuracy 
of laboratory analyses. Samples may also be split 
in the same laboratory, which can provide 
information on precision. The laboratory 
analyzing the samples should not be aware of the 
identity of the field QC samples (e.g., labels on 
QC sampl~ should be identical to those on the 
site samples). 

4.7.4 COLLEcriON PROCEDURES 

Collection procedures should not alter the 
medium sampled. The general environment 
surrounding the location of the sample should 
remain the same so that the collected samples 
are representative of the situation due to the site 
conditions, not due to conditions posed by the 
sampling equipment. 

4.7.5 SAMPLE PllliSERVATION 

Until analysis by the laboratory, any 
che:nicals in the samples must be maintained a!: 

close to the same concentrations and identities 
as in the er.vironment from which they came. 
Therefore, ~pecial procedures rna~ be needec to 
preserve the samples during the period between 
collection and analysis. 

4.8 SPECIAL ANALYTICAL 
SERVICES 

EPA's SAS, operated by the CLP, may be 
necessary for two main reasons: (1) the standard 
laboratory methods used by EPA's Routine 

Analytical Servire; (RA.S) may not be appropriate 
(e.~ .• lower detection limits may be needed),4 and 
(2) chemicals other than those on the target 
compound list (TCL; i.e., chemicals usually 
analyzed under the Superfund program) may be 
suspected at the site and therefore may need to be 
analyzed. A discussion on the RAS detection 
limits 1~ provided in Chapter 5. Additional 
information on SAS can be found in the User's 
Guide to the Contract Laboratory Program (EPA 
1988i). 

lr: reviewing the historical data at a site, the 
risk assessor should determine if non-TCL 
chemicals are expected. As indicated above, non
TCL chemicals may require special sample 
collection and analytical procedures using SAS. 
Any such needs should be discussed at the scoping 
meeting. SAS is addressed in greater detail in 
Chapter 5. 

4.9 TAKING AN ACTIVE ROLE 
DURING WORKPLAN 
DEVELOPMENT ~~'1) DATA 
COLLECTION 

The risk assessor should be sure to take an 
active role during workplan development and data 
collection. This role involves three main steps: 

(1) present risk assessment sampling needs 
at the seeping meeting; 

(2) contribute to the workplan and review 
the Sampling and Analysis Plan; and 

(3) conduct interim reviews of outputs of 
the field investigation. 

See Chapter 9 for information on the role of the 
RPM during workplan deveiopment and data 
collection. 

4.9.1 PRESENT RISK ASSESSMENT 
SAMPUNG ~EEDS AT SCOPING 
MEETING 

At the seeping meeting, the uses of samples 
and data to be collected are identified, strategies 
for sampling and analysis are developed. DQOs 
are established, and priorities for sample collection 



are assigned based on the imponance of the data 
in meeting RIJFS objectives. One of the Rl/FS 
objectives, of course, is the baseline risk 
assessment. Therefore, the risk assessment data 
needs and their fit with those of other RI/FS 
components are discussed. If cenain risk 
assessment sampling needs are judged infeasible 
by the scoping meeting attendees, all persons 
involved with site investigation should be made 
aware of the potenial effects of exclusion on the 
risk assessmen~. 

4.9.2 COl\lRlliUTE TO WORKP:LAJ'\' A..~D 
RE\1£\' SAMPLING AJ\'D ANALYSIS 
PLAJ\ 

The outcome o:" the scoping meeting ii> the 
developmem of a workplan and a SAP. The 
workplan documents the decisions and evaluations 
made during the scoping process and presents 
anticipated future tasl:s, while the SAP specifies 
the sampling strategies, the numbers, types, and 
locations of samples, anC: the level of quality 
control. The SAP consists of a quality assurance 
project plan (QAPjP) and a field sampling plan 
(FSP). Elements of the workplan and the SAP 
an discussed in detail in Appendix B of the RlfFS 
g-uidance (EPA 1988a). Both the workplar. and 
::Je SAP generally are written by the personnel 
wno will be involved in the collection of the 
samples: however, these documents should be 
reviewed by ail personnel who will be using the 
resulting sample data. 

ReYiew the workplan. The wojh.-plan should 
describe the tasks involved in condu;::ting the risk 
assessment. I: also should describe the 
development of a prelimir.3.ry assessment of public 
health and environmental impacts at the site. The 
risk assessor should review the completed 
workpla;. to ensure that all feasible risk 
asse..">sY.Jenl sampling needs have been addressed as 
discus::.ec m the scopinf meeting. In pani;::ular. 
this revie-.;· should focus on the descriptions o: 
ta~l:s related to: 

• field investigation (e.f_., source testing, 
:nedia sampling), especially v.ith respect 
~0 

b:.:ckground 
r..ediurr •. 

concentrations by 
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quantification of present and future 
exposures, e.g., 

- exposure pathw~ys 

- present and potential future land 
use 

- media that are or may be 
contaminated 

- locations of actual and potential 
exuosure 

- presen! concentrations at 
appropriatt exposure points, 

data needs for statistical analysis of 
the a:;,Jve. and 

data needs for fate and transport 
models; 

• sample analysis/validation. especially witt. 
re..o;"[lect to 

chemiw.ls of concern, and 
analytical quantification levels; 

• runa evaluation: and 

• assessment of risks. 

lr. reviewing the above, the preclSe information 
necessary to satisfy the remainder of this guidan:e 
should be anticipa·,~c. 

ReYiew the SAP. The risl: assessor should 
ca:-c:~Uy review and evaluate all sections of the 
SAP w determine if data gaps identified in tht: 
workplan will be addressed 3dequately by the 
sampling program. Of panicuiar imponana. is 
the presentation of the objectives. In the QA?jP 
component of the SAP. the risk as5essor si10:.:id 
pay panicular attention to the QNQC procedures 
associated vrith sampling (e.g .. number o: field 
b!anks, number of duplicate samples --see Sc:ion 
.::.s;. The SAP should document the detaiiee. site
~recific procedures that v.'ill be followed to emure 
the quality of the re5ultinf szmp1es. Special 
considerations in reviev.'inf the SAP ~re discussed 
in Section ~.1.3. 
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In reviewing the FSP, pay particular attention 
to the information on sample location and 
frequency, sampling equipment and procedures, 
and sample handling and analysis. A.s discussed 
in Section 4.5, the sampling procedures should 
address: 

• each medium of concern; 

• background concentrations; 

• all potential exposure points within each 
medium; 

• migration to potential exposure points, 
including data for models; 

• potential exposures based on possible 
future land uses; 

• sufficient data to satisfy concerns about 
distributions of sampling data and 
statistics; and 

• number and location of samples. 

The analytical plans in the FSP should be 
reviewed to ensure that DQOs set during the 
scoping meeting will be met. 

The SAP may be revised or amended several 
times during the site investigation. Therefore, a 
review of all proposed changes to the SAP that 
potentially may affect the data needs for risk 
assessment is necessary. Prior to any changes in 
the SAP during actual sampling, compliance of the 

changes with the objectives of the SAP must be 
checked. (If risk assessment objectives are not 
specified in the original SAP, they will not be 
considered when changes to an SAP are 
proposed.) 

4.9.3 CONDUCf INTERIM REVIEWS OF 
FIELD INVESTIGATION OUTPUTS 

All sampling results should be reviewed as 
soon as they are available to determine if the risk 
assessmen: data needs outlined in the workplan 
have been met by the sampling. Compare the 
actual number, types, and locations of samples 
collected with those planned in the SAP. 
Sampling locations frequently are changed in the 
field when access to a planned sampling location 
is obstructed. The number of samples collected 
may be altered if, for instance, there is an 
insufficient amount of a certain medium to collect 
the planned number of samples (e.g., if several 
wells are found to be dry). 

If certain sampling needs have not been met. 
then the field investigators should be contacted to 
determine why these samples were not collected. 
If possible, the risk assessor should obtain samples 
to fill these data gaps. If time is critical, Special 
Analytical Services (see Section 4.7) may be used 
to shorten the analytical time. If this is not 
possible, then the risk assessor should evaluate all 
sampling results as discussed in Chapter 5, 
documenting the potential effect that these data 
gaps will have on the quantitative risk assessment. 
In general, the risk assessment should not be 
postponed due to these data gaps. 



END~OTES FOR CHAPTER 4 

1. Some informatior. that is appropriate for the assessment of human health risks also r::Jay be suitable and necessary for an 
enVIronmental evaluauon of the s1te. ?rocedur~ for conducting an enVIronmental evaluation o:· the hazaroous v•aste site are outlined 
in the companion volume o; this gu,cance. the Environmental Evaluation Manual (EPA 19fl% ,. and are no\ discussee 1r this cha:· ~'-

2. The term •·m~Giz" refero tc. both environmental media (e.g., soil) anc biota re.g., fish). 

3. "Areas of Concern" within the com= of this guidance should be differentiated frorr. the same te:minology used by the Great : .... akes 
environmental community. This latter use is defined by the International Joint Comm1ssior. as an area found to be e:xceedmr the 0~'-'-"t 
Lakes Water Quality Agreement obJectives. 

4. Nev routine servi= that proVJde lower detectior. lirn1t.-c. are currenth under developmen:. Contact the headqua:-tero Analytical 
Operations Braner. for further informatiOn. 
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Gilbert, R.O. 1987. Statistical Methods for Environmental Pollution Monitoring. Van Nostrand Reinhold. New York. 

Provides statistical analysis information by providing sampling plans, statistical tests. parameter estimation 
procedure techniques. and references to pertinent publications. The statistical techniques discussed are relatively 
s1mple. and examples. exercise, and case studies are provided to illustrate procedures. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DATA EVALUATION 

After a site sampling investigation has been 
completed (see Chapter 4), a large quantity of 
analytical data is usually available. Each sample 
may have been analyzed for the presence of over 
one hundred chemicals, and many of those 
chemicals may have been detected. The following 
nine steps should be followed to organize the data 
into a form appropriate for a baseline risk 
assessment: 

(1) gather all data available from the site 
investigation and sort by medium 
(Section 5.1 ); 

(2) evaluate the analytical methods used 
(Section 5.2); 

(3) evaluate the quality of data with respect 
to sample quantitation limits (Section 
5.3); 

(4) evaluate the quality of data with respect 
to qualifiers and codes (Section 5.4); 

(5) evaluate the quality of data with respect 
to blanks (Section 5.5); 

(6) evaluate tentatively identified compounds 
(Section 5.6): 

(7) compare potential site-related 
contamination with background (Section 
5.7); 

(8) develop a set of data for use in the risk 
assessment (Section 5.8); and 

(9) if appropriate, further limit the number 
of chemicals to be carried through the 
risk assessment (Section 5.9). 

Prior to conducting anv of these steps. the 
EPA remedial project manager CRPM) sh0uld be 
consulted to determine if certain steps should be 
modified, added. or deleted as a result of site
specific conditions. Also. some of the steps may 
be conducted outside the conte:'\"1 of the risk 
assessment (e.g., for the feasibility study). The 
rationale for not evaluating certain data based on 
any of these steps must be fully discussed in the 
text of the risk assessment report. 

The following sections address each of the 
data evaluation steps in detail, and Exhibit 5-l 
presents a flowchart of the process. The outcome 
of this evaluation is (1) the identification of a set 

ACR0!\1'MS FOR CHAPTER 5 

CLP = Contract Llboratory Program 
CRDL = Contract-Required Detection Limit 
CRQL = Contract-Required Quantitation 

Limit 
DL = Detection Limit 
FIT = Field illvestigation Team 
lDL = Instrument Detection Limit 

MDL = Method Detection Lim1t 
ND = JSon-<letect 
PE = Performance Evaluation 

PQL = Practical Quanl!tation Limit 
QAJQC = Quality Assurance/Quality Control 

QL = Quantitauon Limit 
RAS = Routine Analytical Sen~ces 
SAS = Special Analytical Servi= 

SMO = Sample Management Offlce 
SOW = Statement of Work 
SQL = Sample Quantitation Limit 

SVOC = Semi>'olatile Organic Chemical 
TCL = Target Compound Ust 
TIC = Tentatively Identified Compound 

TOC = Total Organic Carbon 
TOX = Total Organic Halogens 
VOC = Volatile Organic Chemical 
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DEFINITIONS FOR CHAPTER 5 
. . . 

Chemicals of Potential Coneem" Chen:Jicals that are ~tially site-related a~d whose data ;.re of sufficient quality for use 
·in the .quantitatm risk assessmenL 

Common Lsboratory Contaminant~. Certain organic Cbermcals (considered by EPA to be acetone, 2-butanone, methylene 
chloride, toluene, and the phthalate esters) that are·()()mmOnly USed in the laboratory and thus may be introduced into 
a sample from laboratory. cross-contamination, not .from tbe si~ 

Contract-re011ired Quantitation Limil {CRQL). Clemical-'specific levels that a· CLP laboratory must be able to routinely and 
reliably detea and quantitate in specified sample matrices. May or may not be equal to the reported quantitation limit 
of a given chemical. in a given sample, 

. . . ··. . 
·: .·. ···.: · ... :. . ·. . ... 

Dete::tion Limit (DL). • The iowcst amount that can be distin.gkiilhed from the norm.a.l "noise" of an analytical instrumen~ or 
methodL · 

. .. ·. 

NoHletect~ {NDs). ChemJ::ab. that are nn: detected in a particular sample above a certain limiL, usually the quantitation limit 
fo: the chemicalin that sample. Non-detects may be indicated by a "U" data qualifier. 

Posit1.·-: Data Analytical results for which measurable concentratio~ (Le., ·above~ quantitation limit) are reported. May have 
data qualifiers attached (except aU, which indicates a non-detect), 

. ··. . . . . . . ·. . 

Quar.:itation Limit {OL} •• 'I11e loWest ~1 at 'llfnch a ch~ can be Jlteuratel)• anc reproducibly quantitated. Usually equal 
tf'. the instrumen• detecticin limit multiplied ~·a factor of three to five, but \'aries for different chemicals and d.ifferen: 
~~~ . . 

of chemicals that are likely to be site-related and 
(2) reponed concentrations that are of acceptable 
quality for use in the quantitative risk assessment. 
If the nine data evaluation steps are followed, the 
numbe:: of chemicals to be considered in the 
remainder of the risk assessment usually will be 
less than the m:mber of chemicals initially 
identified. Cl1emicals remammg in the 
quantitative risk assessment basec upon this 
evaluation are referred to in this guidance a5 
"chemicals of potential concern: 

5.1 COMBI?'ING DATA 
AVAIL!-.:;; LE F ~ 0 M SITE 
II\rvES"I'l ':; .~ TI 0 ~ S 

Gather dar:.. whict. rr,~, ~e frorr. seve;;;: 
different sampli!lg pe:-iods anc based on seve:al 
different analyti.::a.l method~. from all available 
sources, incluC:-~r field investigation team (FITj 
reporu. reme.:ial inves::!;ations, preiiminary site 
a!'sessmen~. and ongoin& ~it~ chara;:terization and 
ailernatives screening acuvities. S:m data by 

medium. A useful table format for presenting 
data is shown in Exhibit 5-2. 

Evaluate data from different time periods tc 
dere~.nine i: concen:r~tions are similar or if 
changes have occurrec herw::;en samp:ing pe:-;ods. 
If the methods used tc analyze sa;nples :rom 
different time periods ~~: . :milar in terms o: the 
typ~ of anaiyses c~mdu.:<ed and the QA!QC 
procedures follvwed, and i:" the concentration~ 

between sampling periods are similar, then tht 
data may be combinec for the purposes of 
qu:mtitative risk assessment in order to obtain 
more mformation to characterize the site. If 
concentration~ of chemicals change signifiCantly 
between sampling periods. it may be useful tC' 

kfep the data separ:ltt anc evaluate risKS 
se;:-aratel~·. .AJtemativel~. one cotdd use only the 
most re~nt data in the quantitative risk 
assessment and evaluate older data in a qualit:nive 
analysis of changes iL cancentrations over time. 
The RPM should be cJnsulted or. the elirr:im:tion 
of an~ data sets from the risl: assessmer.·., anc 
;ustifica:i)r• for sue:-. elimination mm: be fuliy 
uescribe( in the risi assess me::: repor:. 



Sampltng aata from 
each medium of concem 

(Sec. 5.1). 

EXHIBIT 5-l 

DATA EVALUATION 

EliminaiS data assoctated Wlth 

lnappropnate methods. Posslblv use 

quaJitanvely in otner rtSI< 

proxy concentration. 

Gena rally ell rnnate 
CheiT'IICai. 

Evalual8 quallfted data, and 

eltmtnaiS, modity, or leave data 

as they are, as appropnars . 

._ __ -1 Use SAS. I! possible, to conftrm Identity and concentration; 
otnerwow use ncs as they are (as appropnats). 

CaJculat& nu of background chemcaJs 

separal&ly from slte-retated chemlc:aJs. 
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It Ql cannot bEl I'Bducad. 
use Ql or 112 Ol as 

proxy concant ran on. or 
eliminate chem1ca lo 

sample, as approonate. 

NOTE: See text for details 

concerning specific 

steps in this flowchar;. 



EXHIBIT 5-2 

EXAMPLE OF OUTPUT FORMAT FOR VALIDATED DATA 

---------------

Sample Medium 
Sample ID 
Sample or Screen Depth 
Date Olllected 
Units 
Blanks or Duplicates 

_Chemical_ 

Aroclor-1016 
Aroclor-1221 
Aroclor-ln2 
Aroclor-1242 
Aroclor -1248 
Aroclor-1254 
Aroclor-1260 

CRQLQ 

RO 
80 
80 
80 
80 

160 
160 

Soil 
SRB-3-1 
0-1' 
12/14187 
ugllcg 

Omantration Qua life~ CRQLQ 

80 u 80 
80 u 80 
80 l1 80 
40 J RO 
30 J 80 

120 J 160 
210 160 

Note: AJI values other than qualifiers must be entered as numbers, not as labels. 

Area X 

Soil 
SRB-3-lDU 
0-1' 
12/14/87 
ugllcg 
Duplicate 

OJncentration 

80 
80 
80 
42 
36 

110 
220 

" OJntract-requlred quantltatlon limit (unless otherwise noted). Values for Illustration only. 

6 Refer to Section .5.4 for an explanation or qualifier.~. 

< Sample quantitation limif. 

Soil 
SRB-3-1 
2-4' 
12/10/87 
ugllcg 

Qua life~ CRQLQ Concentration 

(] 2rxxf 2000 
u 2001 2000 
u 21XXY' 2000 
J 200f 2<XXl 
J 2!XXf 2000 
J 21XXY' 1800 

2001 2100 

Qualife~ 

lJJ 
UJ 
UJ 
UJ 
lJJ 
J 



~·- EVALLATION OF .<\_~ALYTICAL 
METHODS 

Group data according to the types of analyses 
conducted (e.g., field screening analysis, 
semivolatile: analyzeL by EPA methods for water 
and wastewater, semivolatiles analyzed by EPA'~ 
Superfund Contrac: Laboratory Program [CLP) 
procedures j to determine which analytiCJ.l methoc 

results are appropriate for use in quantitative risl: 
assessment. Often, this determin:l!lor: has heer, 
made already by regional and contractor staff. 

An ave :view of EPA analytical method.< is 
provided ir the box below. Exhih1: 5< presents 
examples o;· the types of data that are not usually 
appropriate for use in quantitative risk assessmcm. 
even though they may be available from a sne 
investig:nion. 

OVERVIEW OF THE CLP AND OTHER EPA k'\ALYTICAL !\fETHODS 

The EPA Omtracc Laboratory Progran: (CLf'', is intenaec to provide analytica: services for Supe.:iunc was:: '1te samples. 
AJ, discussed in the User's Guide to the Contract Labor:;to~v Pro~ram (EPA 198&. hereafter referred to as llle CLP User's 
Guide), the program was developed to fill the need for legallv delcnsible results supponee D; <- nigh level of quality 3!>--;urance 
(i.e_ da!2 of known quahty) and documentation. 

Friar to becoming CLP laboratories, analv:i::al laboratories must meet stringent requirements for laboratory space and 
practi=, instrumentatior .. personnel trainint;. and qnality control (Qq, and also mus: S\)cressfully analyze per:tonnance 
evaluation (PE) samples. Before the first sampte.s are shipped 10 the laboratory, audits o: C:...P !a~ are conducted to verifv all 
representations made by laboratory rnanagemen:. Continuing performance is monitored by periodi<: PE sample analyses. routine 
anc remedial audits, contract compliance scr=ning of data packages, and oversight by EPA. 

Superfund samples are most commonly analyzed using the Romine Anal~'tlcal Services (R.o\S) conducted t.y CLP labo~atories. 
Under RAS, all data are gen~~ted using the same analytical protocols specif:ymg mstrumentation, sample handling, analysis 
parameters, required quantitation limits, QC requirements, and repon formaL Protocols are provided in the CLP Statement 
of Work {SOW) for Inorganics (EPA l'l83b) and the CLP Statement of Work for Organics (19S&). The SOWs also contain 
EPA's target analyte or compound lists (f AL for inorgani~. TCL fo- organics), wllich are the lists of aDal}1es and reqwrec 
quantitation limits (QLs) for which every Superfund site sample is rouunely anal~7.ed under RAS .• t>,.s of ]l.lne 1989. anal)1es 
on the TCL'I'AL consist of 34 volatile organic chemicals (VOCs), 65 =volatile organic chern1cals (SVOCs), 19 pesticides. 
7 polychlorinated biphenyls, :3 :.:1etals, and total c:•~nide. Finally, the SOW specifle: dat2 qualifiers tn:~l ru~"· be placed on 
cenain data by the laborator:; to communicate informauon and/or QC problems. 

CLP Jabs are required to submit RAS dat2 packages to EPA's Sam pie Management Office (SMO) and to the EPA region 
from which the samples orig:nated w:thin 3S days of receipt of samples. SMO provide5 management, oocrational, and 
~..:ministrative suppor: to the C .. ? tc !a:::ilitate optimal use of the pro_!:ram. SMO peTiionne1 identif" incomplete C'~ missing 
elements and vc:-if, :.-::nplianc~· with QNQC requirements in the appropriJte SOW. ln arlditior. to the SMO ~:..>1C'I'. all CLP 
data are inspectcJ 'by EP/,-appointed regional dat;, validatars. Using Labo:atory Data \'alidation Functional Guidei1~~ issued 
by EPA headqua:-rers (hereafte~ referred to as Functional Guidelines for In organics fEPA 19S.~J and Functional Gu1,ie!me; 
for Organic:. [EPA :98Se]). re~,ona' ~uidelmes. and professiOnal judgment, the person validating data 1denufies devtation.' !~om 
the SOW, poor QC result:;, r~ .;n: mtederences. and othe:- anai\1icai pr0:··le.m~. :hat may compromise the potentul uses of lh<:> 
da12.. In the validation proce,:,, daUl may be flagged witt. qualifiers to aim ca:a us= of devJ.ations from QC requiremenl.S 
These qualifiers differ from those qualifiers atr«ch~d 10 tbe datil by the JaboratOI)'. 

Ln addi::on to RAS. non-standard analyse:> may be conducted using Special Ana.Jv:;c:al Serv1ces (Sr\S) to meet u;cr 
re{]uirernc~ts such as shon turnaround time. lower QLs, non-standan. rnatri=. and the te:::i.Itf; of <mal~1e:> other than those on 
the Target Compound LisL Undc SAS, the user requests specif1c analyses. OC procedures. n:po:-1 formats, and t1mefrarne 
needed. 

Examples of other EPA an:;lytic..ll methods include those dcscri:>·'L 1r. Tcs: Me:hods for EV3!t!3tin£ Solid \\'~ste (EP!'. 1986; 
hereafter referred to as SW-B-16 Methods) and Methods for Orgamc Ch~mlc:J. Analvsis o' Mc:m::-ipa: and lr,,'ustri~' Wastewater 
(EP .'\ 1984; hereafter referred to as E! A 600 Method!.). The SW-S4( Methods provide anaJy:::.2 1 procedur::' 10 test solid w~.tc 
to determine if it i~ a hazardous waste as definec under the Rescurce Conse~-:1t10n and Recov~'" Ac: fRCRA)_ These rne:b.js 
include procedures for colkc:ing solid waste sam pies and for dete:mirung reacti\~:y, corrosiviry, ~~nitat>iuty. composition o: w~Lo;te. 
and mobility of waste components. The EPA 600 Method_, ar-c \L<;ed in regulatory progrnm~ unde~ the Cle:~n Water A:: tr 

det=ine chem,;:ais presenl tr. muruc:pal and industrial W3slew::ner>.. 
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EXHIBIT 5-3 

EXAMPLES OF THE TYPES OF DATA POTENTIALLY UNSUITABLE 
FOR A QUANTITATIVE RISK ASSESSMENT 

Analytical Instrument 
or Method 

HNu Organic Vapor Detector 

Organic Vapor Analyzer 

Combustible Gas Indicator 

Field Gas Chromatographf 

Purpose of Analysis 

Health and Safety, 
Field Screen 

Health and Safety, 
Field Screen 

Health and Safety 

Field ScreenJAnalytical 
Method 

Analytical Result 

Total Organic Vapor 

Total Organic Vapor 

Combustible Vapors, 
Oxygen-deficient 
Atmosphere 

Specific Volatile and 
Semi-volatile Organic 
Chemicals 

a Depending on the detector used, this instrument can be sufficiently sensitive to yield adequate data for 
use in a quantitative risk assessment; however, a confirming analysis by GC/MS should be performed on 
a subset of the samples in a laboratory prior to use. 



Analytical results that are not specific for a 
particular compound (e.g., total organic carbon 
(TOC], total organic halogens [TOX]) or results 
of insensitive analytical methods (e.g., analyses 
using portable field instruments such as organic 
vapor analyzers and other field screening methods) 
may be useful when considering sources o'f 
contamination or potential fate and transpon of 
contaminants. These types of analytical results, 
however, generally are not appropriate for 
quantitative risk assessment; therefore, the risk 
assessor may not want to include them in the 
summary of chemicals of potential concern for the 
quantitative risk assessment. In addition, the 
results of analytical methods associated with 
unknown, few, or no QNQC procedures should 
be eliminated from funher quantitative use. 
These types of results, however, may be useful for 
qualitative discussions of risk in other sections of 
the risk assessment repon. 

The outcome of this step is a set of site data 
that has been developed according to a standard 
set of sensitive, chemical-specific methods (e.g., 
SW-846 Methods [EPA 1986], EPA 600 Methods 
[EPA 1984], CLP Statements of Work [EPA 
1988b,c]), with QNQC procedures that are well
documented and traceable. The data resulting 
from analyses conducted under the CLP, which 
generally comprise the majority of results available 
from a Superfund site investigation. fall into this 
category. 

Although the CLP was developed to ensure 
that consistent QNQC methods are used when 
analyzing Superfund site samples, it does not 
ensure that all analytical results are consistentlY 
of sufficient quality and reliability for use i~ 
quantitative risk assessment. Neither the CLP nor 
QNQC procedures associated with other methods 
make judgments concerning the ultimate "usabilirv" 
of the data. Do not accept at face value ~11 
remaining analvtical results, whether from the CLP 
or from some other set of analytical 
methodologies. Instead, determine -- according to 
the steps discussed below -- the limitations and 
uncertainties associated with the data so that only 
data that are appropriate and reliable for use in 
a quantitative risk assessment are carried through 
the process. 

5.3 EVALUATION OF 
QUANTITATION LI1\1ITS 

This step involves evaluation of quantitation 
limits and detection limits (QL.s and DL.s) for all 
of the chemicals assessed at the site. This 
evaluation may lead to the re-analysis of some 
samples, the use of "proxy" (Or estimated) 
concentrations, and/or the elimination of certai~ 
chemicals from further consideration (because thev 
are believed to be absent from the site). Typ~ 
and definitions of QU and DLs are presented in 
the box on the next page. 

Before eliminating chemicals because the\' are 
not detected (or conducting anv ~ther 
manipulation of the data), the follo\\i;g points 
should be considered: 

(1) the sample quantitatior. limit (SQL) of 
a chemical may be greater than 
corresponding standards, criteria, or 
concentrations derived from to?.icirv 
reference values (and, therefore, th~ 
chemical may be present at levels greater 
than these corresponding reference 
concentrations, which mav result in 
undetected risk); and 

(2) a panicular SQL may be significantly 
higher than positively detected values in 
other samples in a data set. 

These two points are discussed in detail in the 
following two subsections. .:.. third subsection 
provides guidance for situations where onlv some 
of the samples for a given medium test positive 
for a particular chemical. A fourth subsection 
addresses the special situation where SQL.s are not 
available. The final subsection addresses the 
specific steps involved \\ith elimination of 
chemicals from the quantitative risk assessment 
based on their QL.s. 

5.3.1 SAMPLE QUANTITATION LIMITS 
(SQLs) THAT ARE GREATER TK-\..N 
REFERENCE CONCENTRATIONS 

As discussed in Chapter 4, QL.s needed for 
the site investigation should be specified in the 
sampling plan. For some chemicals, however. 
SQLs obtained under RAS or SAS may exceed 
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certain reference concentrations (e.g .. maximum 
contaminant levels [MCLs], concentrations 
corresponding to a H'-6 cancer risk). The box on 
the next page illustrates thi~ problem. For certain 
chemicals (e.g., antimony), the CLP contract
required quantitation limits (CRQLs) exceed th•2 
corresponding reference concentrations for 
noncarcinogenic effects, based on the EPA-verified 
reference dose and a 2-liter per day ingestion of 
\Vater by a 70-kilogram person.l Estimation of 
cancer risks for several other chemicals (e.g .. 
arsenic. stvrene) at thei:- CRQ:....S vield!' cance~ 
risks exce~ding. 104 , based on the- sanH: water 
ingestion factors. Mos! potential carcinogen.' v.ith 
EP A-denved slope factors have CRQLs tha: \ield 
cancer nsk levels exceeding 10·6 in wate:-. :md 
none of the carcinogens with EPA-derived slope 
factors have CRQL values yielding Jess than w-::
cancer risk levels (as of the publication date of 
this manual: data not shown). 

Three points should be noted wher. 
considering this example. 

(1) Review of site information and a 
preliminary determ.inatior of chemicals 
oi potential concern at a site prior to 
sample collection may allow the 
specification of lower QLs (i.e., using 
SAS) before an investigation begins (see 
Chapter 4). This is the mos~ efficient 
way to minimize the problem of QLs 
ex:eeding levels of potential concern. 

(2) EPA's AnalVlical Operations Branch 
currently is working to reduce the CRQL 
values for several chemicals on the TCL 
and TAL and to develop an analytical 
service for chemicals v.ith special 
standards (e.g., MCLs). 

lYPES A..ND DEFINITIONS OF DETECfiON UMITS AND QDA.l\TITATION LIMITS 

Strictly interpreted, the detection limi> (DL) i& the lowest amount of a c.hemical that can be "seen" above the normaL random 
noise of an analytical instrument or method. A chemical present below that level cannot reliably be distinguished from noise. 
DLs are chemical-specific and instrument-speciftc and are determined by statistical treatment of multiple analyses in which the 
ratio of the lowest amount observed to the electronic noise level (i.e., the signal-to-noise ratio) is determined. On any giVen 
day in any given sample, the calculated limit may not be attainable; however, a properly c:Ucu!ated limit can be used as an overall 
general measure of laboratory performance. 

Two types o: Dls may be described -- instrument Du (IDLs) and method DLs lt>~Ls 1- 11te IDL is generally the b\\'eSt 
amount of a substance that can be detected by an instrumer.:: it is~ measure only of :be DL for the in5trumeol, and do-~. not 
consicer any effects that sample matrix, handling. and prepar~tion mJy have. The Jo.IDL. on the other hand, takes into a=unt 
the reJgents. sample matnx, and preparation steps applied l·, > sample in specific analytical methods. 

Due to the irregular nature of instrument or method noise. reproducible quantitatior, o: a chemical is not possible~: tht: DL 
Generally, <- factor o: three to ftve is applied to the DL to obrair. a auanntatlon lirni: (0:..). which is considered to bt: the iClwest 
ievei at which a chemical may be accurately and reproducibly qu~:J:itated. DLs indic.:Jte the level at which a small amount would 
be "seen," whereas QLs JDdJcate the levels at which me.:~surcmenrs can be "trusted." 

Two types of Q:.S mav be described -- contracr-requirerl QLs (CRQLs) and sample Ql..s (SOu). (wntract-required detection 
lirr.1ts [CRDL] is the term used for inorpntc chem1c.:Jis. For the purposes of this manual, b.owever, CRQL will refer to both 
organic and inorganic chemicals.) [n oroer to parttcipate in the CLP. a laboratory must be able to m~:·. EPA CRQLs. CRQLs 
are chemical-specific and vary depending on the medium analyzed and the amount of cheroiwc ~pected to be present in the 
sample. As the name Implies. CRQLs are not necessarily the lowest detectatc:~ levels achievable, but rather are levels that a 
CLP labo~atory should routinely and reliably detect and quantitate in a variety of sample matrices. A specific sample may 
require adJUStment; to tbe prepantion or analytical met bod \e.g .. dilution. use of a smaller sample aliquot) in order to be 
analyzed. ln these cases, the reported QL must in turn be adjusted. Therefore, SOLs. not CROLs, v.ill be the Ql...s of interest 
br mos: samples. In fuel, for the same chemical, a specific SOL may be higher than. lower than, o~ equal to SOL values fo:
other samples. ln addition, preparation or analytical adjustments such as dilution of a sampk for quantitation of an extremely 
high level of only one compound could result in non-<lete:ts for all other comp·xmds iocludee as analytes for a pa...rticular 
method, even though these compounds may have been prese:-:i at trace quanti:ies ir. the undilutec s.a:npJe. BeC3use SOL:- take 
into accounr sample characteristic. sample preparation, anc a:wlytiC-31 adjustr:lenr:;. these values are the most relevant Q~ for 
evaluating non-<letec:ted chemicals. 
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EXAMPLE OF HEALTH RISKS FROM INGESTION OF WATER CO:l\"'TMUNATED 
WITH SELECTED CHEMICALS AT THEIR QUA.:"'''TITATION LThflTSa 

CRQL or Cancer Risk 

Chemical CAS# CRDL (ug/L)b CRDURfCC at CRQL or CRDLd 

Antimony 7440-36-0 60 4.3 
Arsenic 7440-38-2 10 5xrc-4 

Benz(a)pyrene 50-32-8 10 3x10-3 

Bis(2-Chloroethyl)ether 111-44-4 10 3xl0-4 

2.4-Dinitrotoluene 121-14-2 10 2.xl0-4 
Hexachlorobenzene 118-74-l 10 5xl0-4 
N-Nitroso-di-n-dipropylamme 621-64-7 10 1;;10'3 
PCB-1:254 11096-<\9-l J 2xJo-4e 
PCB-1260 11096-82-5 1 2x10--: 
StyTene 100-42-5 5 4x1G--: 
Vinyl chloride 75-01-4 10 /xl0-4 

3 All values in tl:lis example are for iUustration purposes only. 

b CRQL = Contract-required quantitat.ior. limn (organics) of the Contract Laboratory Program (revised April 1989). 
CRDL = Contract-required detection limit (inorganics) of the Contract Laboratory Program (revised July 1988). 

The CRQL and CRDL values presented here are for ttle regular multi-media roult.i-con=tra!ion CLP methods. 

c RfC = Reference mncentralion (based on the August 1989 reference dose for oral exposure, assuming a 70-kilogram 
adult drinks 2 lite~ <>f contaminated water per day). 

d Cancer Risk at CRQL or CRDL = Excess upper-bound lifetime cancer risl: (based on tile August 1989 slope factor for 
oral exposure, assuming a 70-ki.lograrn adult drinks 2 lite~ of contaminated water per day). 

e PCB-1260 slope factor was used. 

(3) In several situations, ar. analytical 
laborator} may be able to attain QLs in 
particular samples that are below or 
above the CRQL values. 

If S.<\5 wa~ not specified before sampling 
began andlo; if c. chemical is not detected in any 
sample from a particular medium at the QL, then 
available modeling date, as well as professional 
judgment. should be used to evaluate whether the 
chemical may he present above reference 
concentrations. If the available information 
indicates the chemical is no: present, see Section 
:.2.5 for guidana on eliminating chemicals. If 
there is some indi::arion that the chemical is 
present, then e:: h::~ re-analyze selected samples 
using SAS, if time allows, or address the chemical 
qualitatively. Ir. determining which option is most 
appropriate for a site, a screening-level risk 
assessment should be performed by assuming that 

the chemical is r:-esent in the sample at the SQL 
.(see Section 5.~ . .: for situatJOns where SQLs arc 
not available). Carry the chemical through the 
screening risk assessment. essentially conducting 
the assessment on the SQL for the particular 
chemical. In this waY. the risks tha: would be 
posec if the chemical is prescn: at the SQL car: 
be compared with risks posed by othc;- chemi~b 
at the site. 

Re-analyze the sample. This (preferred) 
option discourages eliminatior_ of questionat>Je 
chemicals (i.e., chemicals that may be present 
below their QL but above a level of potentia~ 
concern) from the risl: assessment. If time allmvs 
and a sufficient quantity of the sample is a\·aiiatle. 
suhmi~ a SAS rec;uest to re-analyze the sample 
a: ):....S that are bclm' reference concemra:wns. 
The possible outcome of this option is inclusion 
o: chemicals positively detected ac levels above 
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refncnce concer.:~auons but below the Qu that 
wou.d normally have been attained under routine 
analvsis of Superfund samples in the CLP 
program. 

Address the chemical qualitative!)·· A second 
anc les~ desirable option for a chemical that may 
b{ pre5c:m below ns QL (and possibly above its 
health-based refe~ence concent;-ation) is to 
eliminate the chemical from the quantitative risk 
assessment. notinf that if the chemical was 
detected at 2 lower QL then its presence and 
concentration could contribute significantly to the 
e.<;timatec risks. 

5.3.2 L'NUSUALLY HIGH SQLs 

Due to one or more sample-specific problems 
(e.g .. mat:ix interferences), SQLs for a particular 
chemical in some sampl~ rna:· be unusual!~· high, 
s::nnetimes greatly exceeding the positive results 
re7'loned for the same chemical in other samples 
from the data set Even if these SQI...s do not 

EXAMPLE OF UNUSUALLY IDGH 
QUAl'rTITATION LIMITS 

In this example, con=trations of semivolar:ileorganic 
chemicals in soils have been determined using the CLP's 
RAS. 

Con=rrnr:ion (u!;fkg) 
Chemical Sample 1 Samole 2 Sample 3 Sample 4 

Phenol 330 ua 390 19,000 u 490 

" U = C_.ompound was analyzed (or, but not detected. 
Value presented (e.(: .. 330 U) is the SOL 

The QL.s presented in this example (i.e., 33() 10 19,000 
uglkg) vary widely from S<:mple to sample. SAS would 
not aid in reducing the unusually high QL of 19,00() 
uglkg noted m Sample 3., assuming it wa:; due to 
unavoidable matrix inte::ferencc:s l.n this case, the resul: 
for phenol in Sample 3 "'"Ould be eliminated from !i.e 
quantitative risk assessme.'lt because it would cause the 
calculated c:xposure concentrntions (from Chapter 6) to 
o:ceed the ma-.:imum detected ~ncentration (in this. 
case 490 ug!l;g). Thu~ the data set would be reduced 
to three samples: the non..detc:ct in Sample 1 and the 
two de1eeted values in Samples 1 and 4. 

exceed health-based standards or ~:-ncria, they may 
still present problems. If the SQLs canna: be 
reducc:c by re-analyzing the sample (e.g .. through 
the use of SAS or sample cleaning procedures to 
remove matrix interferences). exclude the samples 
from the quantitative risk assessment if they cause 
the calculatec exposure concentration (:.e., the 
concentration calculated accordin~ to guidance in 
Chapter 6) to exceed the maximum detected con
centration fo~ <. particular sample set. The box 
on thi5 pagt presents an example of how to 
.addres: a situatiot with unusuall~ high Q:...S. 

5.3.3 'WHE'\ 0!'-.'LY SOME SAMPLES IN A 
MEDILM TEST POSITIVE FOR A 
CHEJ\1lCAL 

Most anal_ytes at a site are not positively 
detected in each sample collected and analyzed. 
Instead, for a particular chemical the data set 
generally will contain some samples with positive 
results and others with non-detected results. The 
non-detected results usually are reponec as SQu. 
These limits indicate that the chemical was not 
mea--ured above cenain levels, which may vary 
frorr. sample to sample. The chemical may be 
present at a concentration just below the reponed 
quantitation limit. or it may not be present in the 
~ample at all (i.e., the concentration in the sample 
is zero). 

In determining the concentratiorts most 
represer.:ative of potential exposure." at the site 
(see Chapter 6), consider the positively detected 
results together \\ith the non-detected result-' (i.e., 
the SQLs). If there is reason to believe that the 
c:.emical is present in c. sample at <: concentration 
below the SQL, use one-half oi the so:_ a~ 2 

proxy concentration. TI1e SQL \"<::.:Je itself can be 
used if there is reason tc believe the 
concentration is closer to it than to one-half the 
SQL (See lhe nex": subse..::tion for situations 
where SQu are not available.) Unless site
spe--'ific information indicate."- .that a chemical is 
not likely w be presen: in c. sample, do not 
substitute the value zero ir: pla~ o' the SQL (i.e .. 
de• not assume that a chemical thai i:., not detected 
a· the SQL would no: be detected ir. the sample 
i: the analysis was extremely sensitive). .-".b2. do 
no·. simply omi: the nor:-detected results fnm the 
risk assessmen:. 



5.3.4 "liEf' SQLs ARE NOT AVAILABLE 

A fourth situation concerning QLs may 
sometimes be encountered when evaluating site 
data. For some :,:te~. data summaries may not 
provide the SQLs. Instead, MDLs, CRQLs. or 
even IDLs may have beer. substituted wherever a 
ch:;mical was not detected. Sometimes, no 
detection or quanutatior. limits may be provided 
witt the datz.. .A..s a first step in these situations. 
alwav:: atter.1:-~ 1~ obtain the SQl.s, because these 
are the mas: appropriate li::cits to consider when 
evaluating non-detected chemicals (i.e., they 
accoun: for sample characteristics, sample 
prep::!~auon, or analj1ical adjustments that may 
differ trorn sample to sample). 

If SQL< cannot be ortainec. then, for CLP 
sample analyses, the CRQl.. should be used as the 
Ql.. of interest for each non-detected chemical, 
\\itL the understanding tha: these limits mav 
overestim<:te or underestimate the actual SQL. 
For sampies analyzed by methods different from 
C...P methods, the h1DL may be used as the QL. 
with the unders;.anding that in mas: cases this ¥.il; 
underestimate the SQL (because the MDL i~ a 
measure of detection limits only and does no: 
account for sample characteristi~ or matri~: 

interferences). ~ate that the IDL should rarelv 
be used for non-detected chemicals since it i~ ~ 
measure only of the detection limit for a 
particular instrument and does not conside~ the 
effc;;r of sample handling and preparatior. o; 
s:::mple chc.~acteristics. 

E.3.5 ''liE!\ CHE:\fiCALS ARE NOT 
DETECTED IN ASY SAA1PLES Th' A 
MEDICM 

After considering the discussion provided in 
the above sub~ections, generally eliminate those 
chemical~ ·.hat have not been dete:::· ed in anv 
s:::mples c;· a particular medium. Or CLP dat~ 
rt:pons, th~e chemicals v.'ill be d~ign:ned ir. each 
sample \\itL a C qualifie:- preceded by the SQL or 
CRQL (e.g., 10 l! ). If information exists to 

indicate that the chemicals are pr~ent, the; 
should not be eliminated. For example.. if 
chemicals with similar transport and fate 
characteristics are detected frequently in soil at a 
site, and some of these chemicals also are detected 
frequently in ground water while the others are 
not detected, then the undetected chemicals are 

Pa~c 5-11 

probably present in the ground wate~ and 
therefore may need tc be included in the nsk 
assessment as ground-water contaminants. 

-:lle outcome of this stev is a dat2. set that 
onh contaim chemical~. for ~·hich positive data 
(i.e:, analytical resulL~ for which· measurable 
concentrations are reported) are available in at 
least om: sample from each medium. Unless 
otherwist indicated assume a~ th~ point iL the 
evaluatior; of dar::! that positive dau, to which no 
uncerr2.inties are attached concerninf either the 
assigned identity of the chemical or the reported 
concentration (i.e., data that are not "tentative," 
"uncertain," or "qualitative") are appropriate for 
use in the quantitative risk assessment. 

5.4 EVALUATION OF QUALIFIED 
Al\1) CODED DATA 

For CLP analvtical results, various qualifiers 
and codes (hereafter referred to as qualifiers) are 
attached to certain data b;· either the lab-:Jratories 
conducting the analyses or by pe:-sons performing 
data validation. These qualifiers often pertain to 
QNQC proble~ a:1d generally indicate questions 
concerning cbemiwl identity, chemical 
concentration, or both. PJ! qualifie:-s must be 
addressee hefore the chemical car. be used in 
quantitative risi: assessment. Qualifier.: used bv 
the laboratorY maY differ from those used bv da~ 
validation pe~soMel in either identity or m~ning. 

5.4.1 TI'PES OF QUAUFIERS 

A lis: of the qualifiers that laboratori~ are 
permitted to use under the CLP -- and their 
potential use in risk assessment -- is presented in 
Exhibi: 5-4. ;... similar list addressinf data 
validation qualifien is prO\ided i.r: Exhibit 5-5. 
In general, be ;;a use the data valid2: ion process is 
intenC:.::d to assess the effect of QC issues o:c. dau. 
usability, valid2tion data qualifie~ z:-e attached to 
the data ane u1e laboratory qualifiers anc 
supersede the lab8>atorv qualifiers. If data have 
both laboratory and validation qualifiers and they 
appear contradictory, ignore the laboratory: 
qualifie:- and consider onl; the validation qualifie:-. 
If qualifiers have been attached to certain data bv 
the laborator.· and have not been removed . ' 
re\ised, or superseded during data validation, then 
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EXIITBIT 5-4 

CLP LABORATORY DATA QUALIFIERS Al\1]) THEIR POTENTIAL USE 
IN QUAl\TTITA TIVE RISK ASSESS:MENT 

Indicates: 
Uncertain Uncertain Include Data in Quantitative 

Qualifier Definition Identity? Concentration? Risk Assessment? 

Inorganic Chemical Data:0 

B Reported value is No ? Yes 
<CRDL, but >IDL 

u Compound was analyzed for, Yes Yes ? 
but not detected. 

E Value is estimated due to No Yes Yes 
matrix interferences. 

M Duplicate injection precision No Yes Yes 
criteria not met. 

N Spiked sample recovery not No Yes Yes 
within control limits. 

s Reported value was determined No No Yes 
by the Method of Standard 
Additions (MSA). 

w Post-digestion spike for furnace No Yes Yes 
AA analysis is out of control 
limits, while sample absorbance 
is <50% of spike absorbance. 

• Duplicate analysis was not No Yes Yes 
within control limits. 

+ Correlation coefficient for No Yes Yes 
MSA was <0.995. 

Organic Chemical Data:b 

u Compound was analyzed for, Yes Yes ? 
but not detected. 

(continued) 
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EXHIBIT 5-4 (continued) 

CLP LABORATORY DATA QUALIFIERS AND THEIR POTE~TTIAL USE 
IN QUANTITATIVE RISK ASSESSI\1ENT 

Indicates: 
Uncertain Uncenain Include Data in Quantitative 

Qualifier Definition Identity? Concentration? Risk Assessment'? 

J Value is estimated, No, for Yes ? 
either for a tentatively TCL chern-
identified compound (TIC) icals; 
or when a compound is present 
(spectral identification Yes, for 
criteria are met, but the TICs 
value is <CRQL). 

c Pesticide results were No No Yes 
confirmed by GC/MS. 

B Analvte found in associated No Yes Yes 
blank as well as in sarnple.c 

E Concentration exceeds No Yes Yes 
calibration range of 
GC/MS instrument. 

D Compound identified in an No No Yes 
analysis at a secondary 
dilution factor. 

A The TIC is a suspected aldol- Yes Yes No 
condensation product. 

X Additional flags defined 
separately. 

-- = Data will vary with laboratory conducting analyses. 

a Source: EPA 1988b. 

b Source: EPA 1988c. 

c See Section 5.5 for guidance concerning blank contamination. 
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EXHIBIT 5-5 

VALIDATION DATA QUALIFIERS AND THEIR 
POTENTIAL USE IN QUANTITATIVE RISK ASSESSMENT 

Indicates: 
Uncertain Uncertain 

Qualifier Definition Identity? Concentration? 

Inoreanic and Organic Chemical Data:0 

u The material was analyzed Yes Yes 
for, but not detected. The 
associated numerical value 
is the SQL 

J The associated numerical No Yes 
value is an estimated quantity. 

R Quality control indicates that Yes Yes 
the data are unusable (compound 
may or may not be present). 
Re-sampling and/or re-analysis is 
necessary for verification. 

z. No analytical result (inorganic 
data only). 

Q No analytical result (organic 
data only). 

~ Presumptive evidence of Yes Yes 
presence of material (tentative 
identification ).b 

-- = :--lot applicable 

a Source: EPA 1988d,e. 

b Organic chemical data only. 

Include Data in Quantitative 
Risk Assessment? 

? 

Yes 

No 

? 



evaluate the laboratory quaiifier itself. If it is 
unclear whether the data have been validated, 
contact the appropriate data validation and/or 
laboratory personnel. 

The type of qualifier anc other site-specific 
facwrs determine how qualified data are to be 
usc~ in a risk as~essment. .-.s seer. m Exhibits 
5...: and 5-5, tht type of qualifier attachcc to 
certain data often indicates how that data should 
be used ic c. ::1Sk assessment. For example, most 
of the labo:-atory qualifiers for both inorganic 
chemical da:.<. and organic chemical data (e.g., J, 
E, N) ind1s:-~te uncenainty ir. the reponed 
concentra:ion of the cher:.icaL but not in its 
assignee 1uentit}. Therefore, these dat~. can be 
used Jus·. as positive dat2 with no qualifiers or 
codes. ir. general, includl data with qualifiers that 
indicate uncertainties in concentrations but not in 
identification. 

Examples showing the use of cenain qualified 
data are presented in the next two boxes. The 
first box addresses the J qualifier, the most 
commonly encountered data qualifier in Superfund 
data packages. Basically, the guidance here ~ to 
use J-qualified concentration: the same wa' ~ 

EXAMPLE OF J QUALIFIERS 

In this example, concentrations of volatile organic 
chemicals in grounc water have been determined using 
the CLP's RAS. 

Concentration (ug/L) 
Olemical Sample 1 Samnle 2 Samole 3 Sample 4 

T etrnchJ.aro. 
ethene 14,000 J2 4(} 30 ub 20J 

a J .. The numerical value is 11n estimated quantity. 

b U .. O:lmpounc was analyzed for, but not detected. 
Value presented (e.g., 30 U) is the SQL. 

Tetrachlorethene was detected in three .of four 
sampl~ at concentrations of 14,000 ,..g,•1, 40 pg/1, and 
20 ug!l; tben:fore, these concentrations- a.' wei: ;u; ~'Je 
llO!Hietc:ct -should be used in determining represertta· 
tive concentrations. 
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positive data that do not h:JVe this c;t;alifier. If 
possible, note potential uncenaintie.~ associated 
with the oualifier, sc that if data qualified with a 
J contrinute signiL:antly w the risk, then 
appropriate caveats can be attached. 

EXAMPLE OF VAUDATED DATA 
CONTAINING R QUALIFieRS 

1n this example, con=trations of inorganic chemicals 
in t;round V.'3ter have been determined using the CLP's 
RAS. 

Concentration ( ug/L) 
Chemica' Sample l Sample 2 Sampk 3 Sample ~ 

Manganese 310 500 Ra 30 URb 500 

a R "' Quality control indicates tlut the data are 
unusable (compound may or may not be pr=nt). 

b tJ == Compound was analyzed for, but not detected_ 
Valm: proented (e.g., 30 U) is the SQL 

These data have been validated, and therefore the R 
qualifiers indicate that the pen;on conducting the data 
wlidation rejectee the data for mangan~ in Samples 
2 and 3. The "UR• qualifier means that manganese was 

not detected in Sample 3; however, the data ~'lllidawr 
rejected the non-detected result. Eliminate these two 
samples so that the data set now consisu. of only two 
samples (Samples 1 anc 4). 

.A.n illustratior. of the use of R-qualifiee data 
is presented in the box in this column. The 
definition, and therefore the use of the R 
~ualifie~. diffe:-s depending on whe:ttc: the data 
have been valicbted or no:. (Note :hat the CLP 
formerly used R as a laboratory qualifier to 
indicate low spike recovery for inorganics. This 
has been changed, but aider data may still have 
been qualified by the laboratory •vith an R.) If it 
is known that the R data qualifier indicates ti;dt 
the sample r::sult was rejected by the data 
validation personnel, tt.en this result should be 
eliminateD from tht: risl: assessmen~· i:- the R data 
qualifier wa.< placed on the dat~ to indicate 
estimated data dtx to lmv spike rec;l\ey (i.e., the 
R was placed or: t!:e data by the labo;-atory anG 



Page5-16 

not by the validator), then use the R-qualified 
data in a manner similar to the use of J-qualified 
data (i.e., use the R-qualified concentrations the 
same way as positive data that do not have this 
qualifier). If possible, note whether the R
qualified data are overestimates or underestimates 
of actual expected chemical concentrations so that 
appropriate caveats may be attached if data 
qualified with an R contribute significantly to the 
risk. 

5.4.::: USING THE APPROPRIATE 
QUALIFIERS 

The information presented in Exhibits 5-4 
and 5-5 is based on the most recent EPA 
guidance documents concerning qualifiers: the 
SOW for Inorganics and the SOW for Organics 
(EPA 1988b,c) for laboratory qualifiers, and the 
Functional Guidelines for lnorganics and the 
Functional Guidelines for Organi~ (EPA 1988d,e) 
for validation qualifiers. The types and definitions 
of qualifiers, however, may be periodically updated 
within the CLP program. In addition, certain 
EPA regions may have their own data qualifiers 
and associated definitions. These re!!ional 
qualifiers are generally consistent with the 
Functional Guidelines, but are designed to convev 
additional information to data use~. · 

In general, the risk assessor should check 
whether the information presented in this section 
is current by contacting the appropriate regional 
CLP or headquarters Analytical Operations 
Branch staff. Also, if definitions are not reponed 
with the data, regional contacts should be 
consulted prior to evaluating qualified data. 
These variations may affect how data with certain 
qualifiers should be used in a risk assessment. 
Make sure that definitions of data qualifiers used 
in the data set for the site have been reponed 
with the data and are current. Never guess about 
the definition of qualifiers. 

5.5 COMPARIS01\' OF 
CONCE:l\TRATIONS 
DETECTED IN BlANKS WITH 
CONCENTRATIONS 
DETECTED I~ SAMPLES 

Blank samples provide a measure of 
contamination that has been introduced into a 
sample set either (1) in the field while the 
samples were being collected or transported to the 
laboratory or (2.) in the laboratory during sample 
preparation or analysis. To prevent the inclusion 
of non-site-related contaminants in the risk 
assessment, the concentrations of chemicals 
detected in blanks must be compared with 
concentrations of the same chemicals detected in 
site samples. Detailed definitions of different 
types of blanks are provided in the box on the 
next page. 

Blank data should be compared with results 
from samples v:ith which the blanks are associated. 
It is often impossible, however, to determine the 
association between certain blanks and data. In 
this case, compare the blank data with results 
from the entire sample data set. Use the 
guidelines ir. the following paragraphs when 
comparing sample concentrations with blank 
concentrations. 

Blanks containing common laboratorv 
contaminants. As discussed in the CLP SOW fa~ 
Organics (EJ? A 1988c) and the Functional 
Guidelines for Organics (EPA 1988e), acetone, 2-
butanone lor methyl ethyl ketone), methylene 
chloride, toluene, and the phthalJte esters are 
considered by EPA to be common laboratorv 
contaminants. In accordance with the Function;) 
Guidelines for Organics (EPA 19SSe) and the 
Functional Guidelines for Inorganics (EPA 198Sd), 
1f the blank contains detectable levels of common 
laboratory contaminants. then the sample results 
should be considered as positive results onlY if the 
concentrations in the sample exceed ten times the 
maximum amount detected in anv blank. If the 
concentration of a common laboratarv 
contaminant is less than ten times the blank 
concentration. then conclude that the chemical 
was not detectec in the particular sample and, in 
accordance with EPA guidance, consider the 
blank-related concentrations of the chemical to be 
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TYPES OF BlANKS 

Blankl> are analytical quality control samples analyzed in the same manner as site samples. They are used in the measurement 
of contamination that has beert introduced into a sample either (1) in the field while the samples were being collected or 
transported to the laboratory or (2) in the laboratory during sample preparation or analy$is. Four types of blank! - trip, field, 
laboratory calibration. and laboratory reagent (or method}- are described below. Adiscussi<ln on the water used for the blank 
also is provided. · 

Trip Blank. This cype of blank is used to indicate poten!ial Contamination due to mi;rati<la of volatile organic chemicals 
(VOCs) from the air on the site or in sample shipping containers, thl'ough • ~ septum or around the lid of sampling Vials, and 

• into the sample. A trip blank consisu of laboratory .distilled, deionized water in· a 40-ml g!aM vial sealed with a teflon septum. 
The blank accompanies· the empty sample bottles to the field as. well as the samples returning to the laboratory for analysis; it 
is not opened until it is analyzed in the lab with the actlllll site samples. · The coiuaioers and labels for trip blankl> should be 
the same as. the containers and label.& for actual samples, thus making the laboratory "blind" to the identity of the blanks. 

Field Blank .. A field blank is used to determine if certain field sampling or cleaning procedures (e.g., insufficient cleaning 
of sampling equipment) result in crass-contamination of site samples. Uke the trip blank. the field blank is a sample of distilled, 
deionized water taken to the field with empty sample bottles and is analyzed inthe laboratory along with the actual. samples. 
Unlike the trip blank, however, the· field blank sample is· opened in· the field and .used as a sample would be (e.g., it is poured 
through deaned sampling equipment or it is pouted from container to <Xintaioer in .the Vicinity of a gas-powered pump). As 
with trip blanks, the field blanks' containers and labels should he the same as for actual samples. 

Laboratorv Calibration Blank. This type of blank is distilled, deiozri:zed water injected directly into an instrument without 
having been treated with reagents appropriate to the analyiical method used to analyze actual site sa_!llples. This type of blank 
is used to indicate contamination in the instrument itself, or possibly in the distilled,. deionized water. · 

Laboratory Reagent or Method Blank. This blank results rrolll the tft:al:mC:Utbf d~tilled, deionized water with all of the 
reagents and manipulations (e.g., digestions or extraciions)to which siie samples will be subjected.. Positive results in the 
reagent blank may indicate either contamination of the chemical reagents·£[ the glaSsWare and implements used to store or 
prepare the sample and resulting solutions. Although a laboratory followmg good laboratory practices will have its analytical 
processes under control, in some instances method blank contamination carinot be entirely eliminated. 

. : .:·:· .. · .. ::.:.:. ·. . 

Water Used for Blanks.· .For all the blanks described above, resutts·aie:•relillb!~ only if. the ~ter comprising the blank was 
clean. For example. if the laboratory water comprising the trip blank was contaminlltedwith VOCs prior to being taken to the 
field,· then the source of VOC ·contamination in the· trip blank cannot be ISolated (see •taboratory calibration blank). 

the quantitation limit for the chemical in that 
sample. Note that if all samples contain levels of 
a common laboratory contaminant that are less 
than ten times the level of contamination noted 
in the blank, then completely eliminate that 
chemical from the set of sample results. 

Blanks containing chemicals that are not 
common laboratory contaminants. As discussed 
in the previously referenced guidance, if the blank 
contains detectable levels of one or more organic 
or inorganic chemicals that are not considered by 
EPA to be common laboratory contaminants (e.g., 
all other chemicals on the TCL), then consider 
site sample results as positive only if the 
concentration of the chemical in the site sample 
exceeds five times the maximum amount detected 
in anv blank. Treat samples containing less than 
five times the amount in any blank as non-detects 
and, in accordance with EPA guidance, consider 

the blank-related chemical concentration to be the 
quantitation limit for the chemical in that sample. 
Again, note that if all samples contain levels of a 
TCL chemical that are less than five times the 
level of contamination noted in the blank, then 
completely eliminate that chemical from the set of 
sample results. 

5.6 EVALUATION OF 
TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED 
COl\1POUNDS 

Both the identity and reported concentration 
of a tentatively identified compound (TIC) is 
questionable (see the box on the next page for 
background on TICs). Two options for addressing 
TICs exist, depending on the relative number of 
TICs compared to non-TICs. 
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5.6.1 WHEN FEW TICs ARE PRESENT 

When only a few TICs are present compared 
to the TAL and TCL chemicals, and no historical 
or other site information indicates that either a 
particular TIC may indeed be present at the site 
(e.g., because it may be a by-product of a chemical 
operation conducted when the site was active) or 
that the estimated concentration may be very high 
(i.e., the risk would be dominated by the TIC), 
then generally do not include the TICs in the risk 
assessmenL Otherwise, follow the guidance 
provided in the next subsection. Consult with the 
RPM about omitting TICs from the quantitative 

~~~~~~~:E 
· • ·the Jalxiratory to jlnalyZc flmplcs only for compounds 

on the TCL; the aita!)isis of VOCs and SVOCll• may • 
indicate the presCnce ofjdditiOnal organic c:ompotinds .. 

··net• on theTCL. These iuiditional••ccmpounds are· 
•• shown by .. peaks" on . the #tromatogr.a:m.,. .. •>.· .. ·(A . • 
chromatogram is a paper ~resentatlon Of the response 

· Of. the instruniCJJf [o tbe presC;nci: Of a Cairipaund.) 'The 
Ct...f laoorntaiy ri1ust attempt to identify the so highest 
peat,s·• oo voes and. ~ svqes) ·uSing cilm()Utcrized 
• scai'Cbe& of a libm}! cc)ritainfng 1Das$ spectra (essentially 
"fingerprints'\{Or: •. par:tiCI1la~ ... ~D1pounds).•···•·••·~·. the 
mass spectra match to a <:ertain degree, the compound 

· (or general clas$ of compaund) is named; hoWever, the 
3$Signed iderufty iS in most Ca.SCI liighly unCertain~ 

. TheSe .·~pounds • are.· talled .. ·tentatively ·. identified 
compoumh (TIC-3.). · 

The CLP SOW provides procedlJJ'C to. obtain a rough 
estimate cf conccntratianof'TICs. These estimates, 
howevc', ·are highly unCertain • and could. be orders of. 
magnitude higher orlowerihan the actual concentration. 

. For .. TIC.S, ·• · therefore; assigned identities ··may. be 
• inaccurate, andquantitatioo ~ a:rtainlyinaccurate.. Due 
· to these· uncertamties; TIC infonnation · often . is not 
· •• prOvided with .data. sUUullan~ from site itivcstigatioll$ ·. 
· · Additional sampling ~~~i$under sAS may J:educe 

the uncertainty aSsociated With.TICscand; tberefore, TIC 
•. informl!tiori ShOUld be SOUSht when it is aooent from 
data summaries. · · · · 

risk assessment, and document reasons for 
excluding TICs in the risk assessment report. 

5.6.2 WHEN .MANY TICs ARE PRESENT 

If many TICs are present relative to the TAL 
and TCL compounds identified, or if TIC 
concentrations appear high or site information 
indicates that TICs are indeed present, then 
further evaluation of TICs is necessary. If 
sufficient time is available, use SAS to confirm 
the identity and to positively and reliably measure 
the concentrations of TICs prior to their use in 
the risk assessment. If SAS methods to identify 
and measure TICs are unavailable, or if there is 
insufficient time to use SAS, then the TICs should 
be included as chemicals of potential concern in 
the risk assessment and the uncertainty in both 
identity and concentration should be noted (unless 
information exists to indicate that the TICs are 
not present). 

5.7 COMPARISON OF SAl\1PLES 
WITH BACKGROUND 

In some cases, a comparison of sample 
concentrations with background concentrations 
(e.g., using the geometric mean concentrations of 
the two data sets) is useful for identifying the 
non-site-related chemicals that are found at or 
near the site. If background risk might be a 
concern, it should be calculated separately from 
site-related risk. Often, however, the comparison 
of samples with background is unnecessary because 
of the low risk usually posed by the background 
chemicals compared to site-related chemicals. 

As discussed in Chapter 4, information 
collected during the RI can provide information 
on two types of background chemicals: (1) 
naturally occurring chemicals that have not been 
influenced by humans and (2) chemicals that are 
present due to anthropogenic sources. Either type 
of background chemical can be either localized or 
ubiquitous. 

Information on background chemicals may 
have been obtained by the collection of site
specific background samples and/or from other 
sources (e.g., County Soil Conservation Service 
surveys, United States Geological Survey [USGS] 



reports)- As discussed in Chapter 4, background 
concentrations should be from the site or the 
vicinity of the site_ 

5.7.1 USE APPROPRIATE BACKGROUND 
DATA 

Background samples collected during the site 
investigation should not be used if they were 
obtained from areas influenced or potentially 
influenced by the site. Instead, the literature 
sources mentioned in the previous paragraph may 
be consulted to determine background levels of 
chemicals in the vicinity of the site. Care must be 
taken in using literature sources, because the data 
contained therein might represent nationwide 
variation in a particular parameter rather than 
variation typical of the geographic region or 
geological setting in which the site is located. For 
example, a literature source providing 
concentrations of chemicals in ground water on a 
national scale may show a \vide range of 
concentrations that is not representative of the 
variation in concentrations that would be expected 
at a particular site. 

5.7.2 IDENTIFY STATISTICAL METHODS 

In cases where background comparisons will 
be made, any statistical methods that will be used 
should be identified prior to the collection of 
samples (see Chapter 4). Guidance documents 
and reports that are available to aid in 
background comparison are listed in Section 4.4.3. 
Prior to conducting the steps discussed in the next 
two subsections, the RP~v1 should be consulted to 
determine the type of comparison to be made, if 
any. Both a justification for eliminating chemicals 
based on a background comparison and a brief 
overview of the type of comparison conducted 
should be included in the risk assessment report. 

5.7.3 COMPARE CHEMICAL 
CONCENTRATIONS WITH 
NATURALLY OCCURRING LEVELS 

As defined previously, naturally occurring 
levels are levels of chemicals that are present 
under ambient conditions and that have not been 
increased by anthropogenic sources. If inorganic 
chemicals are present at the site at naturally 
occurring levels, they may be eliminated from the 
quantitative risk assessment. In some cases, 
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however, background concentrations may present 
a significant risk, and, while cleanup may or may 
not eliminate this risk, the background risk may 
be an important site characteristic to those 
exposed. The RPM will always have the option 
to consider the risk posed by naturally occurring 
background chemicals separately. 

In general, comparison \vith naturally 
occurring levels is applicable only to inorganic 
chemicals, because the majority of organic 
chemicals found at Superfund sites are not 
naturally occurring (even though they may be 
ubiquitous). The presence of organic chemicals 
in background samples collected during a site 
investigation actually may indicate that the sample 
was collected in an area influenced by site 
contamination and therefore does not qualify as 
a true background sample. Such samples should 
instead be included with other site samples in the 
risk assessment. Unless a very strong case can be 
made for the natural occurrence of an organic 
chemical, do not eliminate it from the quantit2tive 
risk assessment for this reason. 

5.7.4 COMPARE CHEMICAL 
CONCENTRATIONS WITH 
ANTHROPOGENIC LEVELS 

Anthropogenic levels are ambient 
concentrations resulting from human (non-site) 
sources. Localized anthropogenic background is 
often caused by a point source such as a nearby 
factory. Ubiquitous anthropogenic background is 
often from nonpoint sources such as autOmobiles. 
In general, do not eliminate anthropogenic 
chemicals because, at many sites, it is extremely 
difficult to conclusively show at this stage of the 
site investigation that such chemicals are present 
at the site due to operations not related to the 
site or the surrounding area. 

Often, anthropogenic background chemicals 
can be identified and considered separately during 
or at the end of the risk assessment. These 
chemicals also can be omitted entirely from the 
risk assessment, but, as discussed for natural 
background, they may present a significant risk. 
Omitting anthropogenic background chemicals 
from the risk assessment could result in the loss 
of important information for those potentially 
exposed. 
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5.8 DEVELOPMENT OF A SET OF 
CHEMICAL DATA AND 
INFORMATION FOR USE IN 
THE RISK ASSESSMENT 

After the evaluation of data is complete as 
specified in previous sections, a list of the samples 
(by medium) is made that will be used to estimate 
exposure concentrations, as discussed in Chapter 
6 of this guidance. In addition, as shown in the 
flowchart in Exhibit 5-l, a list of chemicals of 
potential concern (also by medium) will be needed 
for the quantitative risk assessment. This list 
should include chemicals that were: 

(1) positively detected in at least one CLP 
sample (RAS or SAS) in a given 
medium, including (a) chemicals with no 
qualifiers attached (excluding samples 
with unusually high detection limits), and 
(b) chemicals with qualifiers attached 
that indicate known identities but 
unknown concentrations (e.g., J-qualified 
data); 

(2) detected at levels significantly elevated 
above levels of the same chemicals 
detected in associated blank samples; 

(3) detected at levels significantly elevated 
above naturally occurring levels of the 
same chemicals; 

( 4) only tentatively identified but either mav 
be associated with the site based o~ 
historical information or have been 
confirmed by SAS; and/or 

(5) transformation products of chemicals 
demonstrated to be present. 

Chemicals that were not detected in samples 
from a given medium (i.e., non-detects) but that 
may be present at the site also may be included 
in the risk assessment if an evaluation of the risks 
potentially present at the detection limit is 
desired. 

5.9 FURTHER REDUCTION IN 
THE NUMBER OF 
CHEMICALS (OPTIONAL) 

For certain sites, the list of potentially site
related chemicals remaining after quantitation 
limits, qualifiers, blank contamination, and 
background have been evaluated may be lengthy. 
Carrying a large number of chemicals through a 
quantitative risk assessment may be complex, and 
it may consume significant amounts of time and 
resources. The resulting risk assessment report, 
with its large, unwieldy tables and text, may be 
difficult to read and understand, and it may 
distract from the dominant risks presented by the 
site. In these cases, the procedures discussed in 
this section -- using chemical classes, frequency of 
detection, essential nutrient information, and a 
concentration-toxicity screen -- may be used to 
further reduce the number of chemicals of 
potential concern in each medium. 

If conducting a risk assessment on a large 
number of chemicals is feasible (e.g., because of 
adequate computer capability), then the 
procedures presented in this section should not be 
used. Rather, the most important chemicals (e.g., 
those presenting 99 percent of the risk) -
identified after the risk assessment -- could be 
presented in the main text of the report, and the 
remaining chemicals could be presented in the 
appendices. 

5.9.1 CONDUCT HfiTIAL ACTIVITIES 

Several acti'vities must be conducted before 
implementing any of the procedures described in 
this section: (1) consult with the RPM; (2) 
consider how the rationale for the procedure 
should be documented; (3) examine historical 
information on the site; (4) consider concentration 
and toxicity of the chemicals; (5) examine the 
mobility, persistence, and bioaccumulation 
potential of the chemicals; (6) consider special 
exposure routes; (7) consider the treatabilitv of 
the chemicals; (8) examine applicable or rele~ant 
and appropriate requirements (ARARs); and (9) 
examine the need for the procedures. These 
activities are described below. 

Consultation with the RPM. If a large 
number of chemicals are of potential concern at 



a particular site, the RPM should be consulted. 
Approval by the RPM must be obtained prior to 
the elimination of chemicals based on any of these 
procedures. The concentration-toxicity screen in 
particular may be needed only in rare instances. 

Documentation of rationale. The rationale 
for eliminating chemicals from the quantitative 
risk assessment based on the procedures discussed 
below must be clearly stated in the risk assessment 
report. This documentation, and its possible 
defense at a later date, could be fairly resource
intensive. If a continuing need to justify this step 
is expected, then any plans to eliminate chemicals 
should be reconsidered. 

Historical information. Chemicals reliably 
associated with site activities based on historical 
information generally should not be eliminated 
from the quantitative risk assessment, even if the 
results of the procedures given in this section 
indicate that such an elimination is possible. 

Concentration and toxicity. Certain aspects 
of concentration and toxicity of the chemicals also 
must be considered prior to eliminating chemicals 
based on the results of these procedures. For 
example, before eliminating potentially 
carcinogenic chemicals, the weight-of-evidence 
classification should be considered in conjunction 
with the concentrations detected at the site. It 
may be practical and conservative to retain a 
chemical that was detected at low concentrations 
if that chemical is a Group A carcinogen. (As 
discussed in detail in Chapter 7, the weight-of
evidence classification is an indication of the 
quality and quantity of data underlying a 
chemical's designation as a potential human 
carcinogen.) 

Mobility, persistence, and bioaccumulation. 
Three factors that must be considered when 
implementing these procedures are the mobility, 
persistence, and bioaccumulation of the chemicals. 
For example, a highly volatile (i.e., mobile) 
chemical such as benzene, a long-lived (i.e., 
persistent) chemical such as dioxin, or a readily 
taken-up and concentrated (i.e., bioaccumulated) 
chemical such as DDT, probably should remain in 
the risk assessment. These procedures do not 
explicitly include a mobility, persistence, or 
bioaccumulation component, and therefore the 
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risk assessor must pay special attention to these 
factors. 

Special exposcre routes. For some chemicals, 
certain exposure routes need to be considered 
carefully before using these procedures. For 
example, some chemicals are highly volatile and 
may pose a significant inhalation risk due to the 
home use of contaminated water, particularly for 
showering. The procedures described in this 
section may not account for exposure routes such 
as this. 

Treatability. Some chemicals are more 
difficult to treat than others and as a result should 
remain as chemicals of potential concern because 
of their importance during the selection of 
remedial alternatives. 

ARARs. Chemicals with ARARs (including 
those relevant to land ban compliance) usually are 
not appropriate for exclusion from the quantitative 
risk assessment based on the procedures in this 
section. This may, however, depend in part on 
how the chemicals' site concentrations in specific 
media compare with their ARAR concentrations 
for these media. 

Need for procedures. Quantitative evaluation 
of all chemicals of potential concern is the most 
thorough approach in a risk assessment. In 
addition, the time required to implement and 
defend the selection procedures discussed in this 
section may exceed the time needed to simply 
carry all the chemicals of potential concern 
through the risk assessment. Usually, carrying all 
chemicals of potential concern through the risk 
assessment will not be a difficult task, particularly 
given the widespread use of computer spreadsheets 
to calculate exposure concentrations of chemicals 
and their associated risks. Although the tables 
that result may indeed be large, computer 
spreadsheets significantly increase the ability to 
evaluate a number of chemicals in a relatively 
short period of time. For these reasons, the 
procedures discussed here may be needed only in 
rare instances. As previously stated, the approval 
of these procedures by the RPM must be obtained 
prior to implementing any of these optional 
screening procedures at a particular site. 
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5.9.2 GROUP CHEMICALS BY CLASS 

At times, toxicity values to be used in 
characterizing risks are available only for certain 
chemicals within a chemical class. For example, 
of the polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (P AHs) 
considered to be potential carcinogens, a slope 
factor currently is available (i.e., as this manual 
went to press) for benz(a)pyrene only. In these 
cases, rather than eliminating the other chemicals 
within the class from quantitative evaluation 
because of a lack of toxicity values, it may be 
useful to group data for such a class of chemicals 
(e.g., according to structure-activity relationships 
or other similarities) for consideration in later 
sections of the risk assessment. For example, the 
concentrations of only one group of chemicals 
(e.g., carcinogenic PAHs) would be considered 
rather than concentrations of each of the seven 
carcinogenic P AHs currently on the TCL. 

To group chemicals by class, concentrations 
of chemicals within each class are summed 
according to procedures discussed in Chapter 6 of 
this guidance. Later in the risk assessment, this 
chemical class concentration would be used to 
characterize risk using toxicity values (i.e., RIDs 
or slope factors) associated with one of the 
chemicals in the particular class. 

Three notes of caution when grouping 
chemicals should be considered: (1) do not group 
solely by toxicity characteristics; (2) do not group 
all carcinogenic chemicals or all noncarcinogenic 
chemicals without regard to structure-activity or 
other chemical similarities; and (3) discuss in the 
risk assessment report that grouping can produce 
either over- or under-estimates of the true risk. 

5.9.3 EVALUATE FREQUENCY OF 
DETECTION 

Chemicals that are infrequently detected may 
be artifacts in the data due to sampling, analytical, 
or other problems, and therefore may not be 
related to site operations or disposal practices. 
Consider the chemical as a candidate for 
elimination from the quantitative risk assessment 
if: (1) it is detected infrequently in one or 
perhaps two environmental media, (2) it is not 
detected in any other sampled media or at high 
concentrations, and (3) there is no reason to 
believe that the chemical may be present. 

Available modeling results may indicate whether 
monitoring data that show infrequently detected 
chemicals are representative of only their sampling 
locations or of broader areas. Because chemical 
concentrations at a site are spatially variable, the 
risk assessor can use modeling results to project 
infrequently detected chemical concentrations over 
broader areas when determining whether the 
subject chemicals are relevant to the overall risk 
assessment. Judicious use of modeling to 
supplement available monitoring data often can 
minimize the need for the RPM to resort to 
arbitrarily setting limits on inclusion of 
infrequently detected chemicals in the risk 
assessment. Any detection frequency limit to be 
used (e.g., five percent) should be approved by the 
RPM prior to using this screen. If, for example, 
a frequency of detection limit of five percent is 
used, then at least 20 samples of a medium would 
be needed (i.e., pne detect in 20 samples equals 
a five percent frequency of detection). 

In addition to available monitoring data and 
modeling results, the risk assessor will need to 
consider other relevant factors (e.g., presence of 
sensitive subpopulations) in recommending 
appropriate site-specific limits on inclusion of 
infrequently detected chemicals in the quantitative 
risk assessment. For example, the risk assessor 
should consider whether the chemical is expected 
to be present based on historical data or any 
other relevant information (e.g., known 
degradation products of chemicals present at the 
site, modeling results). Chemicals expected to be 
present should not be eliminated. (See the 
example of chemicals with similar transport and 
fate characteristics in Section 5.3.5.) 

The reported or modeled concentrations and 
locations of chemicals should be examined to 
check for hotspots, which may be especially 
important for short-term exposures and which 
therefore should not be eliminated from the risk 
assessment. Always consider detection of 
particular chemicals in all sampled media because 
some media may be sources of contamination for 
other media. For example, a chemical that is 
infrequently detected in soil (a potential ground
water contamination source) probably should not 
be eliminated as a site contaminant if the same 
chemical is frequently detected in ground water. 
In addition, infrequently detected chemicals with 



concentrations that greatly exceed reference 
concentrations should not be eliminated. 

5.9.4 EVALUATE ESSE!'IliAL NUTRIENTS 

Chemicals that are (1) essential human 
nutrients, (2) present at low concentrations (i.e., 
only slightly elevated above naturally occurring 
levels), and (3) toxic only at very high doses (i.e., 
much higher than those that could be associated 
with contact at the site) need not be considered 
further in the quantitative risk assessment. 
Examples of such chemicals are iron, magnesium, 
calcium, potassium, and sodium. 

Prior to eliminating such chemicals from the 
risk assessment, they must be shown to be present 
at levels that are not associated with adverse 
health effects. The determination of acceptable 
dietary levels for essential nutrients, however, 
often is very difficulL Literature values 
concerning acceptable dietary levels may conflict 
and may change fairly often as new studies are 
conducted. For example, arsenic -· a potential 
carcinogen - is considered by some scientists to 
be an essential nutrient based on animal 
experiments; however, acceptable dietary levels are 
not well known (EPA 1988f). Therefore, arsenic 
should be retained in the risk assessment, even 
though it may be an essential nutrient at 
undefined dietary levels. Another example of a 
nutrient that is difficult to characterize is sodium. 
Although an essential element in the diet, certain 
levels of sodium may be associated with blood 
pressure effects in some sensitive individuals 
(although data indicating an association between 
sodium in drinking water and hypertension are 
inadequate [EPA 1987]). 

Another problem with determining acceptable 
dietary levels for essential nutrients is that 
nutrient levels often are presented in the literature 
as concentrations within the human body (e.g., 
blood levels). To identify an essential nutrient 
concentration to be used for comparison with 
concentrations in a particular medium at a site, 
blood (or other tissue) levels of the chemical from 
the literature must be converted to concentrations 
in the media of concern for the site (e.g., soil, 
drinking water). 
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For these reasons, it may not be possible to 
compare essential nutrient concentrations with site 
concentrations in order to eliminate essential 
nutrient chemicals. In general, only essential 
nutrients present at low concentrations (i.e., only 
slightly elevated above background) should be 
eliminated to help ensure that chemicals present 
at potentially toxic concentrations are evaluated in 
the quantitative risk assessment. 

5.9.5 USE A CONC&~TRATION-TOXICITY 
SCREEN 

The objective of this screening procedure is 
to identify the chemicals in a particular medium 
that "" based on concentration and toxicity -- are 
most likely to contribute significantly to risks 
calculateO for exposure scenarios involving that 
medium, so that the risk assessment is focused on 
the "most significant" chemicals. 

Calculate individual chemical scores. Two 
of the most important factors when determining 
the potential effect of including a chemical in the 
risk assessment are its measured concentrations at 
the site and its toxicity. Therefore, in this 
screening procedure, each chemical in a me0ium 
is first scored according to its concentration and 
toxicity to obtain a risk factor (see the box below). 
Separate scores are calculated for each medium 
being evaluated. 
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The units for the risk factor Rij depend on 
the medium being screened. In general, the 
absolute units do not matter, as long as units 
among chemicals in a medium are the same. The 
concentration used in the above equation should 
be the maximum detected concentration, and 
toxicity values should be obtained in accordance 
with the procedures discussed in Chapter 7. 

Chemicals without toxicity values cannot be 
screened using this procedure. Such chemicals 
should always be discussed in the risk assessment 
as chemicals of potential concern; they should not 
be eliminated from the risk assessment. Guidance 
concerning chemicals without toxicity values is 
provided in Chapter 7. 

For some chemicals, both oral and inhalation 
toxicity values are available. In these cases, the 
more conservative toxicity values (i.e., ones 
yielding the larger risk factor when used in the 
above equation) usually should be used. If only 
one exposure route is likely for the medium being 
evaluated, then the toxicity values corresponding 
to that exposure route should be used. 

Calculate total chemical scores (per medium). 
Chemical-specific risk factors are summed to 
obtain the total risk factor for all chemicals of 
potential concern in a medium (see the box on 
this page). A separate Rj will be calculated for 
carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic effects. The 
ratio of the risk factor for each chemical to the 
total risk factor (i.e., R;jiRj) approximates the 
relative risk for each chemical in medium j. 

Eliminate chemicals. After carefully 
considering the factors discussed previously in this 
subsection, eliminate from the risk assessment 
chemicals with R;jlRj ratios that are very low 
compared with the ratios of other chemicals in the 
medium. The RPM may wish to specify a limit 
for this ratio (e.g., 0.01; a lower fraction would be 
needed if site risks are expected to be high). A 
chemical that contnbutes less than the specified 
fraction of the total risk factor for each medium 
would not be considered further in the risk 
assessment for that medium. Chemicals exceeding 
the limit would be considered likely to contnlmte 
significantly to risks, as calculated in subsequent 

TOTAL CHEMICAL SCORFS 

where: 

Rr= totalriskfactorfor medium j; and 
:··· ·. 

R1r+ ... + R,i :::: risk factors for 
•· .•. ··.chemicals l through i. in 

.• mediumj. 

stages of the risk assessment. This screening 
procedure could greatly reduce the number of 
chemicals carried through a risk assessment, 
because in many cases only a few chemicals 
contnlmte significantly to the total risk for a 
particular medium. 

The risk factors developed in this screening 
procedure are to be used onlv for potential 
reduction of the number of chemicals carried 
through the risk assessment and have no meaning 
outside of the context of the screening procedure. 
They should not be considered as a quantitative 
measure of a chemical's toxicity or risk or as a 
substitute for the risk assessment procedures 
discussed in Chapters 6, 7, and 8 of this guidance. 

5.10 SUMMARY AND 
PRESENTATION OF DATA 

The section of the risk assessment report 
summarizing the results of the data collection and 
evaluation should be titled ftldentification of 
Chemicals of Potential Concern" (see Chapter 9). 
Infonnation in this section should be presented in 
ways that readily support the calculation of 
exposure concentrations in the exposure 
assessment portion of the risk assessment. 
Exhibits 5-6 and 5-7 present examples of tables to 
be included in this section of the risk assessment 
report. 



Chemical 

Chemical A 
* Chemical B 

EXHIBIT S-6 

EXAtvlPLE OF TABLE FORMAT FOR PRESE:N!ING 
CHEMICALS SALVIPLED IN SPECIFIC MEDIA 

Table X 
Chemicals Sampled in Medium Y 

(and in Operable Unit Z, if appropriate) 
Name of Site, Location of Site 

Range Range 

Frequency of 
Detectiona 

of Sample 
Quantitation 

Limits (units) 

of Detected 
Concentrations 

(units) 

3!25 
25(25 

5 - 50 
1 - 32 

320 - 4600 
16 - 72 

Background 
Levels 

100- HO 

-- = Not available. 

* Identified as a chemic.:Jl of potential concern based on evaluation of data according to procedures 
described in text of report. 

a Number of samples in which the chemic.:Jl was positively detected over the number of samples 
available. 
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Chemical 

Chemical A 
Chemical B 
Chemical C 
Chemical D 

EXHIBIT 5-7 

EXAMPLE OF TABLE FORMAT FOR SUMMARIZING 
CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN IN 

Soils 
(mglkg) 

ALL MEDIA SAMPLED 

Table W 
Summary of Chemicals of 

Potential Concern at Site X, Location Y 
(and in Operable Unit Z, if appropriate) 

Concentration 

Ground Water Surface Water 
(ug/L) (ug/L) 

Sediments 
(uglkg) 

5 - 1,100 2- 30 
0.5 - 64 5- 92 100 - 45,000 

15 - 890 50- 11,000 
2 - 12 

Air 
(ugtm3) 

0.1 - 940 

- = Not available. 



5.10.1 SUMMARIZE DATA COLLECTION 
AND EVALUATION RESULTS IN TEXT 

In the introduction for this section of the risk 
assessment report, clearly discuss in bullet form 
the steps involved in da.ta evaluation. If the 
optional screening procedure described in Section 
5.9 was used in determining chemicals of potential 
concern, these steps should be included in the 
introduction. If both historical data and current 
data were used in the da.ta evaluation, state this 
in the introduction. Any special site-specific 
considerations in collecting and evaluating the 
data should be mentioned. General uncertainties 
concerning the quality associated with either the 
collection or the analysis of samples should be 
discussed so that the potential effects of these 
uncertainties on later sections of the risk 
assessment can be determined. 

In the next part of the report, discuss the 
samples from each medium selected for use in 
quantitative risk assessment. Provide information 
concerning the sample collection methods used 
(e.g., grab, composite) as well as the number and 
location of samples. If this information is 
provided in the RI report, simply refer to the 
appropriate sections. If any samples (e.g., field 
screening/analytical samples) were excluded 
specifically from the quantitative risk assessment 
prior to evaluating the da.ta, document this along 
with reasons for the exclusion. Again, remember 
that such samples, while not used in the 
quantitative risk assessment, may be useful for 
qualitative discussions and therefore should not be 
entirely excluded from the risk assessment 

Discuss the data evaluation either by medium, 
by medium within each operable unit (if the site 
is sufficiently large to be divided into specific 
operable units), or by discrete areas within each 
medium in an operabk unit. For each medium, 
if several source areas with different types and 
concentrations of chemicals exist, then the 
medium-specific discussion for each source area 
may be separate. Begin the discussion with those 
media (e.g., wastes, soils) that are potential 
sources of contamination for other media (e.g., 
ground water, surface water/sediments). If no 
samples or data were available for a particular 
medium, discuss this in the text. For soils data, 
discuss surface soil results separately from those 
of subsurface soils. Present ground-water results 
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by aquifer if more than one aquifer was sampled. 
Discuss surface water/sediment results by the 
specific surface water body sampled. 

For each medium, identify in the report the 
chemicals for which samples were analyzed, and 
list the analytes that were detected in at least one 
sample. If any detected chemicals were eliminated 
from the quantitative risk assessment based on 
evaluation of data (i.e., based on evaluation of 
data quality, background comparisons, and the 
optional screening procedures, if used), provide 
reasons for the elimination in the text (e.g., 
chemical was detected in blanks at similar 
concentrations to those detected in samples or 
chemical was infrequently detected). 

The final subsection of the text is a 
discussion of general trends in the data results. 
For example, the text may mention (1) whether 
concentrations of chemicals of potential concern 
in most media were close to the detection limits 
or (2) trends concerning chemicals detected in 
more than one medium or in more than one 
operable unit at the site. In addition, the location 
of hot spots should be discU5sed, as well as any 
noticeable trends apparent from sampling results 
at different times. 

5.10.2 SUMivlARIZE DATA COLLECTION 
AND EVALUATION RESULTS IN 
TABLES At"l"D GRAPHICS 

As shown in Exhibit 5-6, a separate table that 
includes all chemicals detected in a medium can 
be prmided for eJch medium sampled at :1 

hazardous waste site or for each medium within 
an operable unit at a site. Chemicals that have 
been determined to be of potential concern based 
on the data evaluation should be designated in the 
table with an asterisk to the left of the chemical 
name. 

For each chemical, present the frequency of 
detection in a certain medium (i.e., the number of 
times a chemical was detected over the total 
number of samples considered) and the range of 
detected or quantified values in the samples. Do 
nor present the QL or similar indicator of a 
minimum level (e.g., < 10 myL, ND) as the lower 
end of the range; instead, the lower and upper 
bound of the range should be the minimum and 
maximum detected values, respectively. The range 
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of reported QLs obtained for each chemical in 
various samples should be provided in a separate 
column. Note that these QLs should be sample
specific; CRQLs, MDLs, or other types of non
sample-specific values should be provided onlv 
when SQL.s are not available. Note that the range 
of QLs would not include any limit values (e.g., 
unusually high QLs) eliminated based on the 
guidance in Section 5.3. Finally, naturally 
occurring concentrations of chemicals used in 
comparing sample concentrations may be provided 
in a separate column. The source of these 
naturally occurring levels should be provided in a 
footnote. List the identity of the samples used in 

determining concentrations presented in the table 
in an appropriate footnote. 

The final table in this section is a list of the 
chemicals of potential concern presented by 
medium at the site or by medium within each 
operable unit at the site. A sample table format 
is presented in Exhibit 5-7. 

Another useful type of presentation of 
chemical concentration data is the isopleth (not 
shown). This graphic characterizes the monitored 
or modeled concentrations of chemicals at a site 
and illustrates the spatial pattern of 
contamination. 
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ENDNOTE FOR CHAPTER 5 

1. Note that the values in this example are for illustration purposes only. Many CRQL.s and CRDLs are in the process of being 
lowered, and the Rills and slope factor.; may have changed. 
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CHAPTER 6 

EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT 

This chapter describes the procedures for 
conducting an exposure assessment as pan of the 
baseline risk assessment process at Superfund 
sites. The objective of the exposure assessment is 
to estimate the type and magnitude of exposures 
to the chemicals of potential concern that are 
present at or migrating from a site. The results 
of the exposure assessment are combined with 
chemical-specific toxicity information to 
characterize potential risks. 

The procedures and information presented 
in this chapter represent some new approaches to 
exposure assessment as well as a synthesis of 
currently available exposure assessment guidance 
and information published by EPA Throughout 
this chapter, relevant exposure assessment 
documents are referenced as sources of more 
detailed information supponing the exposure 
assessment process. 

6.1 BACKGROUND 

Exposure is defined as the contact of an 
organism (humans in the case of health risk 
assessment) with a chemical or physical agent 
(EPA 1988a ). The magnitude of exposure is 
determined by measuring or estimating the 
amount of an agent available at the exchange 
boundaries (i.e., the lungs, gut, skin) during a 
specified time period. Exposure assessment is the 
determination or estimation (qualitative or 
quantitative) of the magnitude, frequency, 
duration, and route of exposure. Exposure 
assessments may consider past, present, and future 
exposures, using varying assessment techn~ques for 
each phase. Estimates of current exposures can 
be based on measurements or models of existing 
conditions, those of future exposures em be based 
on models of future conditions, and those of past 
exposures can be based on measured or modeled 
past concentrations or measured chemical 

concentrations in tissues. Generally, Superfund 
exposure assessments are concerned with current 
and future exposures. If human monitoring is 
planned to assess current or past exposures, the 
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 
(ATSDR) should be consulted to take the lead in 
conducting these studies and in·· assessing the 
current health status of the people near the site 
based on the monitoring results. 

6.1.1 COMPONENTS OF A.l"l" 
EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT 

The general procedure for conducting an 
exposure assessment is illustrated in Exhibit 6-1. 
This procedure is based on EPA's published 
Guidelines for Exposure Assessment (EPA 1986a) 
and on other related guidance (EPA 1988a, 
198Sb). It is an adaptation of the generalized 
exposure assessment process to the panicular 
needs of Superfund site risk assessments. 
Although some exposure assessment activities may 
have been staned earlier (e.g., during RIJFS 
scoping or even before the RIJFS process began), 
the detailed exposure assessment process begins 
after the chemical data have been collected and 

ACRONYMS FOR CHAPTER 6 

ATSDR = Agenty for Toxic Substance> and Disease 
Registry 

BCF = Bioconcentration Factor 
CDI = ChroD.ic Daily Intake 

CEAM · = Center for EXposure. Assesilment Modeling 
NOAA = National Oceanographic and Atmospheric 

Administration 
NTGS = National Technical Guidance Studies 

OAQPS = Office of Air Quality Planning and 
Standards 

RME = Reasonable Maximum Exposure 
SDI = Subchronic Daily Intake 

SEAM =·Superfund Exposure Assessment Manuar 
USGS = U.S. Geological Survey 
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DEFINITIONS FOR CHAPTER 6 

Absorbed Dose.. The amount of a substance· penetrating tl!e exchange boundaries of an organism after contact. Absorbed 
dose is calculated from tbe intake and the absorption dflcielicy. It usually is apressed as mas$ of a substance absorbed 
into the body per unit body weight per unit time (e.g:, m~-day). · 

. . 

Administered Dose. The mass of a substance given to an organism and in contact With an c:xchange boundary (e.g., 
gastrointestinal tract) per unit body weight per unit time (e.g., mgJkg-day). 

Applied Dose .. The amount oC a substance given to an organism, especially through dermal contact. 

Chronic Dailv Intake CCDD. Exposure expressed as tnass of a substance c.ontacted per unit body weight per u.ili.nlme, 
averaged over a long period of time (as a Superfund program guideline, seven years to a lifetime). 

O:lntact Rate. Amount of medium (e.g., ground water, soil) c.ontacted per unit time or event (e.g~ liters of watcringested 
F~ . . 

&posure. Can tact of an organism with a chemical or physical agent. Exposure is quantified. as. the amount of the agent 
available at the o:cbange boundaries of the organism (e.g., slcin, lungs, gut) and available for absorption. 

&posure Ms~ent. The determination or estimation (qualitative or quantitative) ~f the magnitu4e,. frequellcy, d~m~tion, 
and route ofcxposure. · · · · · · · · 

&posure Event~ An incident of contact \Vjth a chemical or physical agent. An exposure event can be defined by. time (e.g., 
day, hour) orby the incident (e.g.. eating a single meal of c.ontaminated fiSh). · 

. . ... · . ··. . .. . .. 

E'SJ)Osure Pathway. ·.The oourse a chenu<:al or physical agent takes from a soUrce to an •eXpose(1 ·organism .. ·Art ~ure 
pathway .describes a unique mechanism by which an individual or popUlation a exposed.to. chemicals or physical agents 
at or originating from a site. Each exposure pathway includes a source or release. frOm a source, an exposure point, 
and an exposure route. If tl!e exposure point differs from the source, a transpOrt/exposure medium (e.g., air) or media 
(in cases of inlermedia transfer) also is. inCluded. · 

. . . 

Ewosure Point. A location of potential contact between an organiSm and a chemical or ph~cat agent: 
.. · :"."·. · .. 

Exposure Route. .The way a chemical or physical agent comes in Contact witl! an organism (i.e., by ingestion; iribatation, 
dermal contact). 

. . 

Intake. A mc:aSure of expOsure expressed. as the mass of a substance in contact With the exchange boundary per .unit body 
weight per unit rime (e.g .. mg chemical}kg-day). Also termed the normalized exposure rate; equivalent to administered 
dose. · · 

Lifetime Average Dailv lntake. Exposure expressed as. mass of a substance contacted per unit. body weight per unit. time, 
av~:raged over a lifetime. 

Sub<:hronic Dailv Intake {SD!). Exposure expressed as mass of a substance contacted per unit body weight per unit time, 
averaged. over a portion of a lifetime {as a Superfund program guideline. two weeks to seven years); 

validated and the chemicals of potential concern 
have been selected (see Chapter 5, Section 5.3.3). 
The exposure assessment proceeds with the 
following steps. 

Step 1 -- Characterization of exposure setting 
(Section 6.2). In this step, the assessor 
characterizes the exposure setting with respect 
to the general physical characteristics of the 
site and the characteristics of the populations 
on and near the site. Basic site 

characteristics such as climate, vegetation, 
ground-water hydrology, and the presence and 
location of surface water are identified in this 
step. Populations also are identified and are 
described with respect to those characteristics 
that influence exposure, such as location 
relative to the site, activity patterns, and the 
presence of sensitive subpopulations. This 
step considers the characteristics of the 
current population, as well as those of any 
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potential future populations that may differ 
under an alternate land use. 

Step 2 •• Identification of exposure pathways 
(Section 6.3). In this step, the exposure 
assessor identifies those pathways by which 
the previously identified populations may be 
exposed. Each exposure pathway describes 
a unique mechanism by which a population 
may be exposed to the chemicals at or 
originating from the site. Exposure pathways 
are identified based on consideration of the 
sources, releases, types, and locations of 
chemicals at the site; the likely environmental 
fate (including persistence, partitioning, 
transport, and interrnedia transfer) of these 
chemicals; and the location and activities of 
the potentially exposed populations. 
Exposure points (points of potential contact 
with the chemical) and routes of exposure 
(e.g., ingestion, inhalation) are identified for 
each exposure pathway. 

Step 3 ·· Quantification of exposure (Section 
6.4). In this step, the assessor quantifies the 
magnitude, frequency and duration of 
exposure for each pathway identified in Step 
2. This step is most often conducted in two 
stages: estimation of exposure concentrations 
and calculation of intakes. 

Estimation of exposure concentrations 
(Section 6.5). In this part of step 3, the 
exposure assessor determines the 
concentration of chemicals that will be 
contacted over the exposure period. 
Exposure concentrations are estimated using 
monitoring data and/or chemical transport 
and environmental fate models. Modeling 
may be used to estimate future chemical 
concentrations in media that are currently 
contaminated or that may become 
contaminated, and current concentrations in 
media and/or at locations for which there are 
no monitoring data. 

Calculation of intakes (Section 6.6). In this 
part of step 3, the exposure assessor 
calculates chemical-specific exposures for each 
exposure pathway identified in Step 2. 
Exposure estimates are expressed in terms 
of the mass of substance in contact with the 
body per unit body weight per unit time (e.g., 

mg chemical per kg body weight per day, also 
expressed as mg/kg-day). These exposure 
estimates are termed "intakes" (for the 
purposes of this manual) and represent the 
normalized exposure rate. Several terms 
common in other EPA documents and the 
literature are equivalent or related to intake 
(see box on this page and definitions box on 
page 6-2). Chemical intakes are calculated 
using equations that include variables for 
exposure concentration, contact rate, exposure 
frequency, exposure duration, body weight, 
and exposure averaging time. The values of 
some of these variables depend on site 
conditions and the characteristics of the 
potentially exposed population. 

TERMS EQUIVALENT OR 
RELATED TO INTAKE 

Nonnalized Exposure Rate. Equivalent to intake 

Administered Dose. Equivalent to inU!.ke 

Applied Dose. Equivalent to inU!.ke 

Absorbed Dose. Equivalent to intake multiplied by 
an absorption factor 

After intakes have been estimated, they are 
organized by population, as appropriate (Section 
6.7). Then, the sources of uncertainty (e.g., 
variability in analytical data, modeling results, 
parameter assumptions) and their effect on the 
exposure estimates are evaluated and summarized 
(Section 6.8). This information on uncertainty is 
important to site decision-makers who must 
evaluate the results of the exposure and risk 
assessment and make decisions regarding the 
degree of remediation required at a site. The 
exposure assessment concludes with a summary of 
the estimated intakes for each pathway evaluated 
(Section 6.9). 

6.1.2 REASONABLE r-.lAXIMUM EXPOSURE 

Actions at Superfund sites should be based 
on an estimate of the reasonable maximum 
exposure CRME) expected to occur under both 
current and future land-use conditions. The 
reasonable maximum exposure is defined here as 



the highest exposure that is reasonably expected 
to occur at a site. RME.s are estimated for 
individual pathways. If a population is exposed 
via more than one pathway, the combination of 
exposures across pathways a,lso must represent an 
RME. 

Estimates of the reasonable maximum 
exposure necessarily involve the use of 
professional judgment. This chapter provides 
guidance for determining the RME at a site and 
identifies some exposure variable values 
appropriate for use in this determination. The 
specific values identified should be regarded as 
general recommendations, and could change based 
on site-specific information and the particular 
needs of the EPA remedial project manager 
(RPM). Therefore, these recommendations should 
be used in conjunction with input from the RPM 
responsible for the site. 

In the past, exposures generally were 
estimated for an average and an upper-bound 
exposure case, instead of a single exposure case 
(for both current and future land use) as 
recommended here. The advantage of the two 
case approach is that the resulting range of 
exposures provides some measure of the 
uncertainty surrounding these estimates. The 
disadvantage of this approach is that the upper
bound estimate of exposure may be above the 
range of possible exposures, whereas the average 
estimate is lower than exposures potentially 
experienced by much of the population. The 
intent of the RME is to estimate a conservative 
exposure case (i.e., well above the average case) 
that is still '.'<ithin the range of possible exposures. 
Uncertainty is still evaluated under this approach. 
However, instead of combining many sources of 
uncertainty into average and upper-bound 
exposure estimates, the variation in individual 
exposure variables is used to evaluate uncertainty 
(See Section 6.8). In this way, the variables 
contributing most to uncertainty in the exposure 
estimate are more easily identified. 
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6.2 STEP 1: CHARACTERI
ZATION OF EXPOSURE 
SETIL~G 

The first step in evaluating exposure at 
Superfund sites is to characterize the site with 
respect to it~ physical characteristics as well as 
those of the human populations on and near the 
site. The output of this step is a qualitative 
evaluation of the site and surrounding populations 
with respect to those characteristics that influence 
exposure. All information gathered during this 
step will support ihe identification of exposure 
pathways in Step 2. In addition, the information 
on the potentially exposed populations will be 
used in Step 3 to determine the values of some 
intake variables. 

6.2.1 CHARACTERIZE PHYSICAL 
SETITNG 

Characterize the exposure setting with respect 
to the general physical characteristics of the site. 
Important site characteristics include the 
following: 

• climate (e.g., temperature, 
precipitation); 

• meteorology (e.g., '.'<ind speed and 
direction); 

• geologic setting (e.g., location and 
characterization of underlying strata); 

• vegetation (e.g., unvegetated. forested. 
grassy); 

• soil type (e.g., sandy, organic, acid, 
basic); 

• ground-water hydrology (e.g., depth, 
direction and type of flow); and 

• location and description of surface water 
(e.g., type, flow rates, salinity). 

Sources of this information include site 
descriptions and data from the preliminary 
assessment (P A), site inspection (Sl), and remedial 
investigation (Rl) reports. Other sources include 
county soil surveys, wetlands maps, aerial 
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photographs, and reports by the National 
Oceanographic and Atmospheric Association 
(NOAA) and the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). 
The assessor also should consult with appropriate 
technical experts (e.g., hydro geologists, air 
modelers) as needed to characterize the site. 

6.2.2 CHARAcrERIZE POTENTIALLY 
EXPOSED POPULATIONS 

Characterize the populations on or near the 
site with respect to location relative to the site, 
activity patterns, and the presence of sensitive 
subgroups. 

Determine location of current populations 
relative to the site. Determine the distance and 
direction of potentially exposed populations from 
the site. Identify those populations that are 
closest to or actually living on the site and that, 
therefore, may have the greatest potential for 
exposure. Be sure to include potentially exposed 
distant populations, such as public water supply 
consumers and distant consumers of fish or 
shellfish or agricultural products from the site 
area. Also include populations that could be 
exposed in the future to chemicals that have 
migrated from the site. Potential sources of this 
information include: 

• site visit; 

• other information gathered as pan of 
the SI or during the initial stages of the 
RI: 

• population survevs conducted near the 
site; 

• topographic, land use, housing or other 
maps; and 

• recreational and commercial fisheries 
data. 

Determine current land use. Characterize 
the acuvmes and activity patterns of the 
potentially exposed population. The following 
land use categories will be applicable most often 
at Superfund sites: 

• residential; 
• commercial/industrial; and 

• recreational. 

Determine the current land use or uses of 
the site and surrounding area. The best source 
of this information is a site visit. Look for 
homes, playgrounds, parks, businesses, industries, 
or other land uses on or in the vicinity of the site. 
Other sources on local land use include: 

• zoning maps; 

• state or local zoning or other land use
related laws and regulations; 

• data from the U.S. Bureau of the 
Census; 

• topographic, land use, housing or other 
maps; and 

• aerial photographs. 

Some land uses at a site may not fit neatly 
into one of the three land use categories and 
other land use classifications may be more 
appropriate (e.g., agricultural land use). At some 
sites it may be most appropriate to have more 
than one land use category. 

After defining the land use(s) for a site, 
identify human activities and activity patterns 
associated with each land use. This is basically 
a "common sense• evaluation and is not based on 
any specific data sources, but rather on a general 
understanding of what activities occur in 
residential, business, or recreational areas. 

Characterize activity patterns by doing the 
fol!O\ving. 

• Determine the percent of time that the 
potentially exposed population(s) spend 
in the potentially contaminated area. 
For example, if the potentially exposed 
population is commercial or industrial, 
a reasonable maximum daily exposure 
period is likely to be 8 hours (a typical 
work day). Conversely, if the population 
is residential, a maximum daily exposure 
period of 24 hours is possible. 

• Determine if activities occur primarily 
indoors, outdoors, or both. For example, 



office workers may spend all their time 
indoors, whereas construction workers 
may spend all their time outdoors. 

• Determine how activities change with 
the seasons. For exampJe, some 
outdoor, summertime recreational 
activities (e.g., swimming, fishing) will 
occur less frequently or not at all during 
the winter months. Similarly, children 
are likely to play outdoors less frequently 
and with more clothing during the winter 
months. 

• Determine if the site itself may be used 
by local populations, particularly if access 
to the site is not restricted or otherwise 
limited (e.g., by distance). For example, 
children living in the area could play 
onsite, and local residents could hunt or 
hike onsite. 

• Identify any site-specific population 
characteristics that might influence 
exposure. For example, if the site is 
located near major commercial or 
recreational fisheries or shellfisheries, 
the potentially exposed population is 
likely to eat more locally-caught fish and 
shellfish than populations located inland. 

Determine future land use. Determine if any 
activities associated with a current land use are 
likely to be different under an alternate future 
land use. For example, if ground water is not 
currently used in the area of the site as a source 
of drinking water but is of potable quality, future 
use of ground water as drinking water would be 
possible. Also determine if land use of the site 
itself could change in the future. For example, if 
a site is currently classified as industrial, 
determine if it could possibly be used for 
residential or recreational purposes in the future. 

Because residential land use is most often 
associated with the greatest exposures, it is 
generally the most conservative choice to make 
when deciding what type of alternate land use 
may occur in the future. However, an assumption 
of future residential land use may not be 
justifiable if the probability that the site will 
support residential use in the future is exceedingly 
small. 
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Therefore, determine possible alternate future 
land uses based on available information and 
professional judgment. Evaluate pertinent 
information sources, including (as available): 

• master plans (city or county projections 
of future land use); 

• Bureau of the Census projections; and 

• established land use trends in the general 
area and the area immediately 
surrounding the site (use Census Bureau 
or state or local reports, or use general 
historical accounts of the area). 

Note that while these sources provide potentially 
useful information, they should not be interpreted 
as providing proof that a certain land use will or 
will not occur. 

Assume future residential land use if it seems 
possible based on the evaluation of the available 
information. For example, if the site is currently 
industrial but is located near residential areas in 
an urban area, future residential land use may be 
a reasonable possibility. If the site is industrial 
and is located in a very rural area with a low 
population density and projected low growth, 
future residential use would probably be unlikely. 
In this case, a more likely alternate future land 
use may be recreational. At some sites, it may be 
most reasonable to assume that the land use \Vi!! 

not change in the future. 

There are no hard-and-fast rules by which to 
determine alternate future land use. The usc of 
professional judgment in this step is criticaL Be 
sure to consult with the RPM about anv decision 
regarding alternate future land use. Support the 
selection of any alternate land use with a logical, 
reasonable argument in the exposure assessment 
chapter of the risk assessment report. Also 
include a qualitative statement of the likelihood 
of the future land use occurring. 

Identify subpopulations of potential concern. 
Review information on the site area to determine 
if any subpopulations may be at increased risk 
from chemical exposures due to increased 
sensitivity, behavior patterns that may result in 
high exposure, and/or current or past exposures 
from other sources. Subpopulations that may be 
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more sensitive to chemical exposures include 
infants and children, elderly people, pregnant and 
nursing women, and people with chronic illnesses. 
Those potentially at higher risk due to behavior 
patterns include children, who are more likely to 
contact soil, and persons who may eat large 
amounts of locally caught fish or locally grown 
produce (e.g., home-grown vegetables). 
Subpopulations at higher risk due to exposures 
from other sources include individuals exposed to 
chemicals during occupational activities and 
individuals living in industrial areas. 

To identify subpopulations of potential 
concern in the site area, determine locations of 
schools, day care centers, hospitals, nursing homes, 
retirement communities, residential areas with 
children, important commercial or recreational 
fisheries near the site, and major industries 
potentially involving chemical exposures. Use 
local census data and information from local 
public health officials for this determination. 

6.3 STEP 2: IDENTIFICATION 
OF EXPOSURE PATHWAYS 

This section describes an approach for 
identifying potential human exposure pathways at 
a Superfund site. An exposure pathway describes 
the course a chemical or physical agent takes from 
the source to the exposed individual. An exposure 
pathway analysis links the sources, locations, and 
types of environmental releases with population 
locations and activity patterns to determine the 
significant pathways of human exposure. 

An exposure pathway generally consists of 
four elements: (1) a source and mechanism of 
chemical release, (2) a retention or transport 
medium (or media in cases involving media 
transfer of chemicals), (3) a point of potential 
human contact with the contaminated medium 
(referred to as the exposure point), and (4) an 
exposure route (e.g., ingestion) at the contact 
point. A medium contaminated as a result of a 
past release can be a contaminant source for other 
media (e.g., soil contaminated from a previous 
spill could be a contaminant .source for ground 
water or surface water). In some cases, the source 
itself (i.e., a tank, contaminated soil) is the 
exposure point, without a release to any other 

medium. In these latter cases, an exposure 
pathway consists of (1) a source, (2) an exposure 
point, and (3) an exposure route. Exhibit 6-2 
illustrates the basic elements of each type of 
exposure pathway. 

The following sections describe the basic 
analytical process for identifying exposure 
pathways at Superfund sites and for selecting 
pathways for quantitative analysis. The pathway 
analysis described below is meant to be a 
qualitative evaluation of pertinent site and 
chemical information, and not a rigorous 
quantitative evaluation of factors such as source 
strength, release rates, and chemical fate and 
transport. Such factors are considered later in 
the exposure assessment during the quantitative 
determination of exposure concentrations (Section 
6.5). 

6.3.1 IDE.l'ITIFY SOURCES AND 
RECEIVING MEDIA 

To detennine possible release sources for a 
site in the absence of remedial action, use all 
available site descriptions and data from the P A, 
SI, and RI reports. Identify potential release 
mechanisms and receiving media for past, current, 
and future releases. Exhibit 6~3 lists some typical 
release sources, release mechanisms, and receiving 
media at Superfund sites. Use monitoring data in 
conjunction with information on source locations 
to support the analysis of past, continuing, or 
threatened releases. For example, soil 
contamination near an old tank would suggest the 
tank (source) ruptured or leaked (release 
mechanism) to the ground (receiving media). Be 
sure to note any source that could be an exposure 
point in addition to a release source (e.g., open 
barrels or tanks, surface waste piles or lagoons, 
contaminated soil). 

Map the suspected source areas and the 
extent of contamination using the available 
information and monitoring data. As an aid in 
evaluating air sources and releases, Volumes I and 
II of the National Technical Guidance Studies 
(NTGS; EPA 1989a,b) should be consulted. 
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EXHIBIT 6-3 

COI\'11\'ION CHEMICAL RELEASE SOURCES AT 
SITES IN THE ABSENCE OF REMEDIAL ACTION 

Receiving Release 
Medium Mechanism Release Source 

Air Volatilization Surface wastes - lagoons, 
ponds, pits, spills 

Contaminated surface water 
Contaminated surface soil 
Contaminated wetland~ 
Leaking drums 

Fugitive dust Contaminated surface soil 
generation Waste piles 

Surface water Surface runoff Contaminated surface soil 

Episodic overland Lagoon overflow 
flow Spills, leaking containers 

Ground-water Contaminated ground water 
seepage 

Ground water Leaching Surface or buried wastes 
Contaminated soil 

Soil Leaching Surface or buried wastes 

Surface runoff Contaminated surface soil 

Episodic o•·erland Lagoon overflow 
flow Spills, leaking containers 

Fugitive dust Contaminated surface soil 
generation/ Waste piles 
deposition 

Tracking Contaminated surface soil 

Sediment Surface runoff, Surface wastes - lagoons, 
Episodic overland ponds, pits, spills 
flow Contaminated surface soil 

Ground-water Contaminated ground water 
seepage 

Leaching Surface or buried wastes 
Contaminated soil 

Biota Uptake Contaminated soil, surface 
(direct contact, water, sediment, ground 
ingestion, inhalation) water or air 

Other biota 



6.3.2 EVALUATE FATE AND TRAt'I'SPORT 
IN RELEASE MEDL\ 

Evaluate the fate and transport of the 
chemicals to predict future exposures and to help 
link sources with currently contaminated media. 
The fate and transport analysis conducted at this 
stage of the exposure assessment is not meant to 
result in a quantitative evaluation of media
specific chemical concentrations. Rather, the 
intent is to identify media that are receiving or 
may receive site-related chemicals. At this stage, 
the assessor should answer the questions: What 
chemicals occur in the sources at the site and in 
the environment? In what media (onsite and 
offsite) do they occur now? In what media and 
at what location may they occur in the future? 
Screening-level analyses using available data and 
simplified calculations or analytical models may 
assist in this qualitative evaluation. 

After a chemical is released to the 
environment it may be: 

• transported (e.g., convected downstream 
in water or on suspended sediment or 
through the atmosphere); 

• physically transformed (e.g., volatifuation, 
precipitation); 

• chemically transformed (e.g., photolysis, 
hydrolysis, oxidation, reduction, etc.); 

• biologically transformed (e.g, 
biodegradation); and/or 

• accumulated in one or more media 
(including the receiving medium). 

To determine the fate of the chemicals of 
potential concern at a particular site, obtain 
information on their physical/chemical and 
environmental fate properties. Use computer data 
bases (e.g., SRC's Environmen~al Fate 
CHErvfFATE, and BIODEG data bases; BIOSIS; 
AQUIRE) and the open literature as necessary 
as sources for up-to-date information on the 
physical/chemical and fate properties of the 
chemicals of potential concern. Exhibit 6-4 lists 
some important chemical-specific fate parameters 
and briefly describes how these can be used to 
evaluate a chemical's environmental fate. 

Also consider site-specific char:J.cteristics 
(identified in Section 6.2.1) that may influence 
fate and transport. For example, soil 
characteristics such as moisture content, organic 
carbon content, and cation exchange capacity can 
greatly influence the movement of many chemicals. 
A high water table may increase the probability of 
leaching of chemicals in soil to ground water. 

Use all applicable chemical and site-specific 
information to evaluate transpon within and 
between media and retention or accumulation 
within a single medium. Use monitoring data to 
identify media that are contaminated now and the 
fate pathway analysis to identify media that may 
be contaminated now (for media not sampled) or 
in the future. Exhibit 6-5 presents some 
important questions to consider when developing 
these pathways. E:dlibit 6-6 presents a series of 
flow charts useful when evaluating the fate and 
transport of chemicals at a site. 

6.3.3 IDENTIFY EXPOSURE POINTS AND 
EXPOSURE ROUTES 

After contaminated or potentially 
contaminated media have been identified, identi~,r 
exposure points by determining if and where any 
of the potentially exposed populations (identified 
in Step 1) can contact these media. Consider 
population locations and activity patterns in the 
area, including those of subgroups that may be of 
particular concern. Any point of potential cont::tct 
with a contaminated medium is an exposure point. 
Try to identify those exposure points where the 
concentration that will be contacted is the 
greatest. Therefore, consider including any 
contaminated media or sources onsite ::ts ::~ 

potential exposure point if the site is currently 
used, if access to the site under current conditions 
is not restricted or otherwise limited (e.g., by 
distance), or if contact is possible under an 
alternate future land use. For potential offsite 
exposures, the highest exposure concentrations 
often will be at the points closest to and 
downgradient or downwind of the site. In some 
cases, highest concentrations may be encountered 
at points distant from the site. For example, site
related chemicals may be transported and 
deposited in a distant water body where they m:J.y 
be subsequently bioconcentrated by aquatic 
organisms. 
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Koc 

K -

EXHIBIT 6-4 

IMPORTANT PHYSICAL/CHEMICAL AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL FATE PARAMETERS 

provides a measure of the extent of chemical partitioning between organic carbon and water at 
equilibrium. The higher the Koc, the more likely a chemical is to bind to soil or sediment than to 
remain in water. 

provides a soil or sediment-specific measure of the extent of chemical partitioning between soil 
or sediment and water. unadjusted for dependence upon organic carbon. To adjust for the 
fraction of organic carbon present in soil or sediment({,.), use Kd = K,.,xfoc. The higher the Kd, 
the more likely a chemical is to bind to soil or sediment than to remain in water. 

provides a measure of the extent of chemical partitioning between water and octanol at 
equilibrium. The greater the K ow the more likely a chemical is to partition to octanol than to 
remain in water. Octanol is used as a surrogate for lipids (fat), and~ can be used to predict 
bioconcentration in aquatic organisms. 

Solubility is an upper limit on a chemical's dissolved concentration in water at a specified temperature. 
Aqueous concentrations in excess of solubility may indicate sorption onto sediments, the 
presence of solubilizing chemicals such as solvents, or the presence of a non-aqueous phase 
liquid. 

Henry's Law Constant provides a measure of the extent of chemical partitioning benveen air and water at 
equilibrium. The higher the Henry's Law constant, the more likely a chemical is to volatilize 
than to remain in the water. 

Vapor Pressure is the pressure exerted by a chemical vapor in equilibrium with its solid or liquid form at 
any given temperature. It is used to calculate the rate of volatilization of a pure substance from a 
surface or in estimating a Henry's Law constant for chemicals with low water solubility. The 
higher the vapor pressure, the more likely a chemical is to exist in a gaseous state. 

Diffush·ity describes the movement of a molecule in a liquid or gas medium as a result of differences in 
concentration. It is used to calculate the dispersive component of chemical transport. The 
higher the diffusivity. the more likely a chemical is to move in response to concentration 
gradients. 

Bioconcentration Factor (BCF) provides a measure of the extent of chemical partitioning at equilibrium 
between a biological medium such as fish tissue or plant tissue and an external medium such as 
water. The higher the BCF, the greater the accumulation in living tissue is likely to be. 

Media-specific Half-life provides a relative measure of the persistence of a chemical in a given medium, 
although actual values can vary greatly depending on site-specific conditions. The greater the 
half-life, the more persistent a chemical is likely to be. 



EXHIBIT 6-5 

IMPORTANT CONSIDERATIONS FOR DETERMINING 
THE ENVIRONMENTAL FATE AND TRANSPORT 
OF THE CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCER.tl\l 

AT A SUPERFUND SITE 

• What are the principal mechanisms for change or removal in each of the en~·ironmental 
media? 

• How does the chemical behave in air, water, soil, and biological media? Does it 
bioaccumulate or biodegrade? Is it absorbed or taken up by plants? 

• Does the agent react with other compounds in the environment? 

• Is there intermedia transfer? What are the mechanisms for intermedia transfer? What 
are the rates of the intennedia transfer or reaction mechanism? 

• How long might the chemical remain in each environmental medium? How does its 
concentration change with time in each medium? 

• What are the products into which the agent might degrade or change in the environment? 
Are these products potentially of concern? 

• Is a steady-state concentration distribution in the environment or in specific segments of 
the environment achieved? 
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EXHIBIT 6-6 

FLOW CHART FOR 
FATE AND TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS 

Environmental fate and transport assessment: atmosphere 

Contaminant Release 

' + i 
Potlmtial Potential Release of 

Volatilization of Fugitive Dust/ 
Contaminants Contaminated 

from Site Particles from Site 

+ + 
Consider Dil"l.'Ction Consider Dil"l.'Ction and 

and Rate of Distance of Particulate 
Contaminant Monment witb Wind 

Migration within Curnnts; Major 
Air; Major Mechanisms: Wind Speed, 

Mechanisms: Wind Particle Siu, Gravitational 
Curnnts, Settling, Pl"l.'Cipitation 
Dispersion 

• ' + t t t 
Could Settleout Could 

and Rainout Contaminants Detennine Could 
Potentially Result Potentially Reach Probable Contaminants 
in Sufficient Soil Agricultural, Boundaries of Potentially 
Contamination to Hunting or Elevated Reach Surface 

Bring About Fishing Areas? Concentrations Water? 
Leaching to 

Ground Water? 

:'>lo $ G 8 G Yes 

_t j_ 
Consider Consider Transfer 

Identify Consider Transfer 
Contaminant of Contaminants to 

Populations of Contaminants 
Transfer to Plants or Animals to Surface Water; 

Ground Water; Consumed by Hu- Oil"l.'Ctly Exposed 
to Atmospheric Assess Fate in 

Assess Fate in mans; Assess Fate this Medium 
this Medium in these Media Contaminants 

Source: Adapted from EPA J988b. 

(continued) 
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EXHIBIT 6-6 (continued) 

FLOW CHART FOR 
FATE AND TRANSPORT ASSESS~IENTS 

Environmental fate and transport assessment: surfac~ watt>r and sediment 

Could Exchange 
of Water 

Between Surface 
Water and 

Ground Water 
be SignifiCant? 

Consider 
Transfer of 

Conuminants 
to Ground 

Water; Assess 
Fate in thi! 

Medium 

Contaminant Release 

Rt>lease to Surface Water 

Consider Direction and Rate of Contaminant 
Migration Within Waterbody 

Assess Distance Downstream, or Areas of Lakes and Estuaries 

Major Mechanisms: Currents in AfTeded Rivers or Streams; 
Dispersion in Impoundments; Tidal Currents and Flushing in 

Estuaries; Partitioning to Sediment 

Estimate Surface Water Contaminant Concentrations 

Major Factors: Source Release Strength. Dilution Volume 

Could Water be 
Used for Irriga
tion or Watering 

Uvestock. or 
Does Waterbody 

Support 
Commercial or 

Sport Flsh 
Population? 

B$ 
,.--_ _.. __ __, 

Is Contaminant 
Volatile? 

-

Consider 
Transfer of 

Contaminants to 
Plants or 
Animals 

Consumed by 
Humans; Assess 

Fate In these 
Media 

Identify Human 
Populations 

Directly 
Exposed to 
Surfac~ 

Water 

Consider 
Transfer of 

Contaminants 
to Air; 

Assess Fate 
in this Medium 

Source: Ad4ptedfrom EPA 1988b. 

(continued) 

Estimate 
Concentrations 

in Sediment 

Consider 
Sediment as a 

Source of 
Surface Water 
Contaminants 

I 

l 
Identify Human 

Populations 
Directly 

Exposed to 
Sediment 
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EXHIBIT 6-6 (continued) 

FLOW CHART FOR 
FATE AND TRANSPORT ASSESSwiENTS 

Em·ironmental fate and transport assessment: soils and ground water 

Contaminant Release 

Release to Soils at or 
Surrounding the Site 

l Consider Rate of Contaminant Pen:olation Through Unsaturated 
Soils Based on Soil Penneabilities. Water or Liquid Recharge Rates 

Release to Ground 
Water Beneath Site 

Could 
Contaminants 

Potentially 
Reach Ground 

Water? 

Consider Direction and Rate of 
Ground Water Flow Using 

Available Hydrogwlogic Data, 
or by Assuming These Will Ap
pro~ mate Surface Topography 

Could Contaminants 
Rt>ach A Surface 

Water body? 

Could Contaminants 
Reach Any Wells 

Located 

Is Plume Sufficiently Sear 
Ground Surface to Allow 

Direct Uptake of Contami· 

B B B
DowngradBit>nt? na~~~~n:n~:~~;?by 

!'.·o Yes Yes G f 

1 So ~ 

Consider 
Transfer of 

Contaminants 
to Surface 

Water, Assess 
Fate in this 

Medium 

Identify 
Human 

Populations 
Directly 

Exposed to 
Well Water 

Source: Adapted from EPA 1988b. 

Is Well Water Used for 
Irrigation or for Watt>ting 
Livestock. or Could it be? 

Considt>r Transfer of Contami
nants to Plants or Animals 

Consuml'd bv Humans; 
Assess Fate in ·these Media 

Does 
Contaminated 
Soil Support 

Edible Species? 

Are Contaminants Vola· 
tile? Are Contaminants 

in Fine Particle Fonn or 
Sor!H-d to Particulates? 

Consider Transfer of 
Contaminants to 

Atmosphere: Assess 
Fate in this Medium 

Identity Human 
Populations 

Directly Exposed 
to Soils 



After determining exposure points, identify 
probable exposure routes (i.e., ingestion, 
inhalation, dermal contact) based on the media 
contaminated and the anticipated activities at the 
exposure points. In some instances, an exposure 
point may exist but an exposure route may not 
(e.g., a person touches contaminated soil but is 
wearing gloves). Exhibit 6-7 presents a 
population/exposure route matrix that can be used 
in determining potential exposure routes at a site. 

6.3A INTEGRATE INFORMATION ON 
SOURCES, RELEASES, FATE AND 
TRANSPORT, EXPOSURE POINTS, 
AND EXPOSURE ROUTES INTO 
EXPOSURE PATHWAYS 

Assemble the information developed in the 
previous three steps and determine the complete 
exposure pathways that exist for the site. A 
pathway is complete if there is (1) a source or 
chemical release from a source, (2) an exposure 
point where contact can occur, and (3) an 
exposure route by which contact can occur. 
Otherwise, the pathway is incomplete, such as the 
situation where there is a source releasing to air 
but there are no nearby people. If available from 
ATSDR, human monitoring data indicating 
chemiol accumulation or chemiol-related effects 
in the site area on be used as evidence to 
support conclusions about which exposure 
pathways are complete; however, negative data 
from such studies should not be used to conclude 
that a pathway is incomplete. 

From all complete exposure pathways at a 
site. select those pathways that will be evaluated 
further in the exposure assessment. If exposure 
to a sensitive subpopulation is possible, select that 
pathway for quantitative evaluation. All pathways 
should be selected for further evaluation unless 
there is sound justification (e.g., based on the 
results of a screening analysis) to eliminate a 
pathway from detailed analysis. Such a 
justifiorion could be based on one of the 
following: 

• the exposure resulting from the pathway 
is much less than that from another 
pathway involving the same medium at 
the same exposure point; 
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• the potential magnitude of exposure 
from a pathway is lov.;; or 

• the probability of the exposure occurring 
is very low and the risks associated v.ith 
the occurrence are not high (if a 
pathway has catastrophic consequences, 
it should be selected for evaluation even 
if its probability of occurrence is very 
low). 

Use professional judgment and experience to 
make these decisions. Before deciding to exclude 
a pathwav from quantitative analvsis, consult with 
the RPM. If a pathway is excluded from further 
analysis, clearly document the reasons for the 
decision in the exposure assessment section of the 
risk assessment report. 

For some complete pathway'S it may not be 
possible to quantify exposures in the subsequent 
steps of the analysis because of a lack of data on 
which to base estimates of chemical release, 
environmental concentration, or human intake. 
Available modeling results should complement and 
supplement the available monitoring data to 
minimize such problems. However, uncertainties 
associated with the modeling results may be too 
large to justify quantitative exposure assessment 
in the absence of monitoring data to validate the 
modeling results. These pathways should 
nevertheless be carried through the exposure 
assessment so that risks can be qualitatively 
evaluated or so that this information can be 
considered during the uncertainty analysis of the 
results of the exposure assessment (see Section 
6.8) and the risk assessment (see Chapter 8). 

6.3.5 Sl,JM1"1ARIZE INFORMATION ON 
ALL COMPLETE EXPOSURE 
PATHWAYS 

Summarize pertinent information on all 
complete exposure pathways at the site by 
identifying potentially exposed populations, 
exposure media, exposure points, and exposure 
routes. Also note if the pathway has been 
selected for quantitative evaluation; summarize the 
justification if a pathway has been excluded. 
Summarize pathways for current land use and any 
alternate future land use separately. This 
summary information is useful for defining the 
scope of the next step (quantification of exposure) 
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EXffiBIT 6-7 

MATRIX OF POTENTIAL EXPOSURE ROUTES 

Exposure Medium/ Residential CommerciaVlndustrial Recreational 
Exposure Route Population Population Population 

Ground ~ater 

Ingestion L A 
Dermal Contact L A 

Sl.ldatl: Water 

Ingestion L A L,C 
Dermal Contact L A L,C 

Sediment 

Incidental Ingestion c A c 
Dermal Contact c A L,C 

Air 
Inhalation of Vapor 
Phase Chemicals 

Indoors L A 
Outdoors L A L 

Inhalation of 
Particulates 

Indoors L A 

Outdoors L A L 

Soil/Dust 

Incidental Ingestion L,C A L,C 
Dermal Contact L,C A L,C 

EllQ.d 

Ingestion 
Fish and Shellfish L L 
Meat and Game L L 
Dairy L,C L 
Eggs L L 
Vegetables L L 

L = lifetiTM exposure 
C = exposure in children may be significandy greater Otan in adults 
A = exposure to aduJJs (highest exposure is likely to occur during occupational activities) 

- = Exposure of this popuia.tion via this route is not likely to occur. 



and also is useful as documentation of the 
exposure pathway analysis. Exhibit 6-8 provides 
a sample format for presenting this information. 

6.4 STEP 3: QUANTIFICATION 
OF EXPOSURE: GENERAL 
CONSIDERATIONS 

The next step in the exposure assessment 
process is to quantify the magnitude, frequency 
and duration of exposure for the populations and 
exposure pathways selected for quantitative 
evaluation. This step is most often conducted in 
two stages: first, exposure concentrations are 
estimated, then, pathway-specific intakes are 
quantified. The specific methodology for 
calculating exposure concentrations and pathway
specific exposures are presented in Sections 6.5 
and 6.6, respectively. This section describes some 
of· the basic concepts behind these processes. 

6.4.1 QUANTIFYING THE REASONABLE 
WUL~1EXPOSURE 

Exposure is defined as the contact of an 
organism with a chemical or physical agent. If 
exposure occurs over time, the total exposure can 
be divided by a time period of interest to obtain 
an average exposure rate per unit time. This 
average exposure rate also can be expressed as a 
function of body weight. For the purposes of this 
manual, exposure normalized for time and body 
weight is termed "intake", and is expressed in units 
of mg chemical!kg body weight-day. 

Exhibit 6-9 presents a generic equation for 
calculating chemical intakes and defines the intake 
variables. There are three categories of variables 
that are used to estimate intake: 

(1) chemical-related variable -- exposure 
concentration; 

(2) variables that describe the exposed 
population -- contact rate, exposure 
frequency and duration, and body weight; 
and 

(3) assessment-determined 
averaging time. 

variable 
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Each intake variable in the equation has a 
range of values. For Suoerfund exposure 
assessments. intake variable values for a given 
pathwav should be selected so that the 
combination of all intake variables results in an 
estimate of the reasonable maximum exposure for 
that pathwav. As defined previously, the 
reasonable maximum exposure (RME) is the 
maximum exposure that is reasonably expected to 
occur at a site. Under this approach, some intake 
variables may not be at their individual maximum 
values but when in combination with other 
variables will result in estimates of the RME. 
Some recommendations for determining the values 
of the individual intake variables are discussed 
below. These recommendations are based on 
EPA's determination of what would result in an 
estimate of the RME. As discussed previously, a 
determination of "reasonable" cannot be based 
solely on quantitative information, but also 
requires the use of professional judgment. 
Accordingly, the recommendations pelow are based 
on a combination of quantitative information and 
professional judgment. These are general 
recommendations, however, and could change 
based on site-specific information or the particular 
needs of the risk manager. Consult with the RPM 
before varying from these recommendations. 

Exposure concentration. The concentration 
term in the intake equation is the arithmetic 
average of the concentration that is contacted over 
the exposure period. Although this concentration 
does not reflect the maximum concentration that 
could be contacted at any one time, it is regarded 
as a reasonable estimate of the concentration 
likely to be contacted over time. This is because 
in most situations, assuming long-term contact 
with the maximum concentration is not 
reasonable. (For exceptions to this generalization, 
see discussion of hot spots in Section 6.5.3.) 

Because of the uncertaintv associated with 
anv estimate of exposure concentration. the upper 
confidence limit (i.e.. the 95 percent upper 
confidence limit) on the arithmetic average will be 
used for this variable. There are standard 
statistical methods which can be used to calculate 
the upper confidence limit on the arithmetic 
mean. Gilbert (1987, particularly sections 11.6 
and 13.2) discusses methods that can be applied 
to data that are distributed normally or log 
normally. Kriging is another method that 



and also is useful as documentation of the 
exposure pathway analysis. Exhibit 6-8 provides 
a sample format for presenting this information. 

6.4 STEP 3: QUA.i"'l'TIFICATION 
OF EXPOSURE: GENERAL 
CON SID ERA TIONS 

The next step in the exposure assessment 
process is to quantify the magnitude, frequency 
and duration of exposure for the populations and 
exposure pathways selected for quantitative 
evaluation. This step is most often conducted in 
two stages: first, exposure concentrations are 
estimated, then, pathway-specific intakes are 
quantified. The specific methodology for 
calculating exposure concentrations and pathway
specific exposures are presented in Sections 6.5 
and 6.6, respectively. This section describes some 
of'the basic concepts behind these processes. 

6.4.1 QUANTIFYING THE REASONABLE 
MA..XIMUM EXPOSURE 

Exposure is defined as the contact of an 
organism with a chemical or physical agent. If 
exposure occurs over time, the total exposure can 
be divided by a time period of interest to obtain 
an average exposure rate per unit time. This 
average exposure rate also can be expressed as a 
function of body weight. For the purposes of this 
manual, exposure normalized for time and body 
weight is termed "intake", and is expressed in units 
of mg chemical/kg body weight-day. 

Exhibit 6-9 presents a generic equation for 
calculating chemical intakes and defines the intake 
variables. There are three categories of variables 
that are used to estimate intake: 

(1) chemical-related variable -- exposure 
concentration; 

(2) variables that describe the exposed 
population -- contact rate, exposure 
frequency and duration, and body weight; 
and 

(3) assessment-determined 
averaging time. 

variable 
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Each intake variable in the equation has a 
range of values. For Superfund exposure 
assessments, intake variable values for a given 
pathwav should be selected so that the 
combination of all intake variables results in an 
estimate of the reasonable maximum exposure for 
that pathwav. As defined previously, the 
reasonable maximum exposure (RME) is the 
maximum exposure that is reasonably expected to 
occur at a site. Under this approach, some intake 
variables may not be at their individual maximum 
values but when in combination with other 
variables will result in estimates of the RME. 
Some recommendations for determining the values 
of the individual intake variables are discussed 
below. These recommendations are based on 
EPA's determination of what would result in an 
estimate of the RME. As discussed previously, a 
determination of "reasonable" cannot be based 
solely on quantitative information, but also 
requires the use of professional judgment. 
Accordingly, the recommendations pelow are based 
on a combination of quantitative information and 
professional judgment. These are general 
recommendations, however, and could change 
based on site-specific information or the particular 
needs of the risk manager. Consult with the RPM 
before varying from these recommendations. 

Exposure concentration. The concentration 
term in the intake equation is the arithmetic 
average of the concentration that is contacted over 
the exposure period. Although this concentration 
does not reflect the maximum concentration that 
could be contacted at any one time, it is regarded 
as a reasonable estimate of the concentration 
likely to be contacted over time. This is because 
in most situations, assuming long-term contact 
with the maximum concentration is not 
reasonable. (For exceptions to this generalization, 
see discussion of hot spots in Section 6.5.3.) 

Because of the uncenaintv associated with 
anv estimate of exposure concentration, the upper 
confidence limit (i.e., the 95 percent upper 
confidence limit) on the arithmetic average will be 
used for this variable. There are standard 
statistical methods which can be used to calculate 
the upper confidence limit on the arithmetic 
mean. Gilbert (1987, particularly sections 11.6 
and 13.2) discusses methods that can be applied 
to data that are distributed normally or log 
normally. Kriging is another method that 
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EXHIBIT 6-8 

EXAMPLE OF TABLE FORMAT FOR SUMMARIZING 
COMPLETE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS AT A SITE 

Potentially Exposed Exposure Route, Medium Pathway Selected Reason for Selection 
Population and Exposure Point for Evaluation? or Exclusion 

Currrnt Land Us!: 
Residents Ingestion of ground water Yes Residents use ground 

from local wells down- water from local wells 
gradient of the site as drinking water. 

Residents Inhalation of chemicals Yes Some or the chemicals 
volatilized from ground of potential concern in 
water during home use ground water are volatile, 

and ground water is used 
by local residents. 

Industrial Direct contact with Yes Contaminated soil is in 
Workers chemicals of potential an area potentially used 

concern in soil on the by outside maintenance 
site workers. 

fy{yr~: Land l.!S!: 
Residents Direct contact with chemi- Yes Area could be developed 

cals of potential concern in the future as a 
in soil on the site residential area. 

Residents Ingestion of chemicals No The potential for signifi-
that have accumulated in cant exposure \ia this 
fish located in onsite pathway is low because 
ponds none of the chemicals of 

potential concern accumulate 
extensively in fish. 



EXHIBIT 6-9 

GENERIC EQUATION FOR CALCULATING 
CHEMICAL INTAKES 

Where: 

= c X CR X EFD X _1_ 
BW AT 

= intake; the amount of chemical at the exchange boundary 
(mgfkg body weight-day) 

Chemical-related variable 

C = chemical concentration; the average concentration contacted 
over the exposure period (e.g., mg/liter water) 

variables that describe the e~osed population 

CR = contact rate; the amount or contaminated medium contacted 
per unit time or event (e.g., liters/day) 

EFD = exposure frequency and duration; describes how long and how 
often exposure occurs. Often calculated using two terms 
(EF and ED): 

EF = exposure frequency (days/year) 

ED = exposure duration (years) 

BW = body weight; the average body weight over the exposure period 
(kg) 

Assessment-determined variable 

AT = averaging time; period over which exposure is averaged (days) 
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potentially can be used (Clark 1979 is one of 
several reference books on kriging). A statistician 
should be consulted for more details or for 
assistance with specific methods. 

If there is great variability in measured or 
modeled concentration values (such as when too 
few samples are taken or when model inputs are 
uncertain), the upper confidence limit on the 
average concentration will be high, and 
conceivably could be above the maximum detected 
or modeled value. In these cases, the maximum 
detected or modeled value should be used to 
estimate exposure concentrations. This could be 
regarded by some as too conservative an estimate, 
but given the uncertainty in the data in these 
situations, this approach is regarded as reasonable. 

For some sites, where a screening level 
analysis is regarded as sufficient to characterize 
potential exposures, calculation of the upper 
confidence limit on the arithmetic average is not 
required. In these cases, the maximum detected 
or modeled concentration should be used as the 
exposure concentration. 

Contact rate. Contact rate reflects the 
amount of contaminated medium contacted per 
unit time or event If statistical data are available 
for a contact rate, use the 95th percentile value 
for this variable. (In this case and throughout this 
chapter, the 90th percentile value can be used if 
the 95th percentile value is not available.) If 
statistical data are not available, professional 
judgment should be used to estimate a value 
which approximates the 95th percentile value. (It 
is recognized that such estimates will not be 
precise. They should, however, reflect a 
reasonable estimate of an upper-bound value.) 

Sometimes several separate terms are used to 
derive an estimate of contact rate. For example, 
for dermal contact with chemicals in water, 
contact rate is estimated by combining information 
on exposed skin surface area, dermal permeability 
of a chemical, and exposure time. In such 
instances, the combination of variables used to 
estimate intake should result in an estimate 
approximating the 95th percentile value. 
Professional judgment will be needed to determine 
the appropriate combinations of variables. (More 
specific guidance for determining contact rate for 
various pathways is given in Section 6.6.) 

Exposure frequency and duration. Exposure 
frequency and duration are used to estimate the 
total time of exposure. These terms are 
determined on a site-specific basis. If statistical 
data are available, use the 95th percentile value 
for exposure time. In the absence of statistical 
data (which is usually the case), use reasonable 
conservative estimates of exposure time. National 
statistics are available on the upper-bound (90th 
percentile) and average (50th percentile) number 
of years spent by individuals at one residence 
(EPA 1989d). Because of the data on which they 
are based, these values may underestimate the 
actual time that someone might live in one 
residence. Nevertheless, the upper-bound value of 
30 years can be used for exposure duration when 
calculating reasonable maximum residential 
exposures. In some cases, however, lifetime 
exposure (70 years by convention) may be a more 
appropriate assumption. Consult with the RPM 
regarding the appropriate exposure duration for 
residential exposures. The exposure frequency and 
duration selected must be appropriate for the 
contact rate selected. If a long-term average 
contact rate (e.g., daily fish ingestion rate averaged 
over a year) is used, then a daily exposure 
frequency (i.e., 365 days/year) should be assumed. 

Body weight. The value for body weight is 
the average body weight over the exposure period. 
If exposure occurs only during childhood years, 
the average child body weight during the exposure 
period should be used to estimate intake. For 
some pathways, such as soil ingestion, exposure 
can occur throughout the lifetime but the majority 
of exposure occurs during childhood (because of 
higher contact rates). In these cases, exposures 
should be calculated separately for age groups 
with similar contact rate to body weight ratios; the 
body weight used in the intake calculation for 
each age group is the average body weight for that 
age group. Lifetime exposure is then calculated 
by taking the time-weighted average of exposure 
estimates over all age groups. For pathways 
where contact rate to body weight ratios are fairly 
constant over a lifetime (e.g., drinking water 
ingestion), a body weight of 70 kg is used. 

A constant body weight over the period of 
exposure is used primarily by convention, but also 
because body weight is not always independent of 
the other variables in the exposure equation (most 
notably, intake). By keeping body weight 



constant, error from this dependence is minimized. 
The average body weight is used because, when 
combined with the other variable values in the 
intake equation, it is believed to result in the best 
estimate of the RME. For example, combining a 
95th percentile contact rate with a 5th percentile 
body weight is not considered reasonable because 
it is unlikely that smallest person would have the 
highest intake. Alternatively, combining a 95th 
percentile intake with a 95th percentile body 
weight is not considered a maximum because a 
smaller person could have a higher contact rate to 
body weight ratio. 

Averaging time. The averaging time selecred 
depends on the type of toxic effect being assessed. 
When evaluating exposures to developmental 
toxicants, intakes are calculated by averaging over 
the exposure event (e.g., a day or a single 
exposure incident). For acute toxicants, intakes 
are calculated by averaging over the shortest 
exposure period that could produce an effect, 
usually an exposure event or a day. When 
evaluating longer-term exposure to 
noncarcinogenic toxicants, intakes are calculated 
by averaging intakes over the period of exposure 
(i.e., subchronic or chronic daily intakes). For 
carcinogens, intakes are calculated by prorating 
the total cumulative dose over a lifetime (i.e., 
chronic daily in takes, also called lifetime average 
daily intake). This distinction relates to the 
currently held scientific oprn10n that the 
mechanism of action for each category is different 
(see Chapter 7 for a discussion). The approach 
for carcinogens is based on the assumption that 
a high dose received over a short period of time 
is equivalent to a corresponding low dose spread 
over a lifetime (EPA 1986b ). This approach 
becomes problematic as the exposures in question 
become more intense but less frequent, especially 
when there is evidence that the agent has shown 
dose-rate related carcinogenic effects. In some 
cases, therefore, it may be necessary to consult a 
toxicologist to assess the level of uncertainty 
associated with the exposure assessment for 
carcinogens. The discussion of uncertainty should 
be included in both the exposure assessment and 
risk characterization chapters of the risk 
assessment report. 
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6.4.2 TIMING CONSIDERATIONS 

At many Superfund sites, long-term exposure 
to relatively low chemical concentrations (i.e., 
chronic daily intakes) are of greatest concern. In 
some situations, however, shorter-term exposures 
(e.g., subchronic daily intakes) also may be 
important. When deciding whether to evaluate 
short-term exposure, the following factors should 
be considered: 

• the toxicological characteristics of the 
chemicals of potential concern; 

• the occurrence of high chemical 
concentrations or the potential for a 
large release; 

• persistence of the chemical in the 
environment; and 

• the characteristics of the population that 
influence the duration of exposure. 

Toxicity considerations. Some chemicals can 
produce an effect after a single or very short-term 
exposure to relatively low concentrations. These 
chemicals include acute toxicants such as skin 
tmtants and neurological poisons, and 
developmental toxicants. At sites where these 
types of chemicals are present, it is important to 
assess exposure for the shortest time period that 
could result in an effect. For acute toxicants this 
is usually a single exposure event or a day, 
although multiple exposures over several days also 
could result in an effect. For developmental 
toxicants, the time period of concern is the 
exposure event. This is based on the assumption 
that a single exposure at the critical time in 
development is sufficient to produce an adverse 
effect_ It should be noted that the critical time 
referred to can occur in almost any segment of 
the human population (i.e., fertile men and 
women, the conceptus, and the child up to the age 
of sexual maturation [EPA 1989e]). 

Concentration considerations. Many 
chemicals can produce an effect after a single or 
very short-term exposure, but only if exposure is 
to a relatively high concentration. Therefore, it 
is important that the assessor identify possible 
situations where a short-term exposure to a high 
concentration could occur. Examples of such a 
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situation include sites where contact with a small, 
but highly contaminated area is possible (e.g., a 
source or a hot spot), or sites where there is a 
potential for a large chemical release (e.g., 
explosions, ruptured drums, breached lagoon 
dikes). Exposure should be determined for the 
shortest period of time that could produce an 
effect. 

Persistence considerations. Some chemicals 
may degrade rapidly in the environment. In these 
cases, exposures should be assessed only for that 
period of time in which the chemical \Vill be 
present at the site. Exposure assessments in these 
situations may need to include evaluations of 
exposure to the breakdown products, if they are 
persistent or toxic at the levels predicted to occur 
at the site. 

Population considerations. At some sites, 
population activities are such that exposure would 
occur only for a short time period (a few weeks 
or months), infrequently, or intermittently. 
Examples of this would be seasonal exposures 
such as during vacations or other recreational 
activities. The period of time over which 
exposures are averaged in these instances depends 
on the type of toxic effect being assessed (see 
previous discussion on averaging time, Section 
6.4.1). 

6.5 QUANTIFICATION OF 
EXPOSURE: DETER\1INA
TION OF EXPOSURE 
CONCENTRATIONS 

This section describes the basic approaches 
and methodology for determining exposure 
concentrations of the chemicals of potential 
concern in different environmental media using 
available monitoring data and appropriate models. 
As discussed in Section 6.4.1, the concentration 
term in the exposure equation is the average 
concentration contacted at the exposure point or 
points over the exposure period. When estimating 
exposure concentrations, the objective is to 
provide a conservative estimate of this average 
concentration (e.g., the 95 percent upper 
confidence limit on the arithmetic mean chemical 
concentration). 

This section provides an overview of the basic 
concepts and approaches for estimating exposure 
concentrations. It identifies what type of 
information is needed to estimate concentrations, 
where to find it, and how to interpret and use it. 
This section is not designed to provide all the 
information necessary to derive exposure 
concentrations and, therefore, does not detail the 
specifics of potentially applicable models nor 
provide the data necessary to run the models or 
support concentration estimates. However, 
sources of such information, including the 
Superfund Exposure Assessment Manual (SEAM; 
EPA 1988b) are referenced throughout the 
discussion. 

6.5.1 GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR 
ESTIMATING EXPOSURE 
CONCENTRATIONS 

In general, a great deal of professional 
judgment is required to estimate exposure 
concentrations. Exposure concentrations may be 
estimated by (1) using monitoring data alone, or 
(2) using a combination of monitoring data. and 
environmental fate and transport models. In most 
exposure assessments, some combination of 
monitoring data and environmental modeling will 
be required to estimate exposure concentrations. 

Direct use of monitoring data. Use of 
monitoring data to estimate exposure 
concentrations is normally applicable where 
exposure involves direct contact with the 
monitored medium (e.g., direct contact with 
chemicals in soil or sediment), or in cases where 
monitoring has occurred directly at an exposure 
point (e.g., a residential drinking water well or 
public water supply). For these exposure 
pathways, monitoring data generally provide the 
best estimate of current exposure concentrations. 

As the first step in estimating exposure 
concentrations, summarize available monitoring 
data. The manner in which the data are 
summarized depends upon the site characteristics 
and the pathways being evaluated. It may be 
necessary to divide chemical data from a particular 
medium into subgroups based on the location of 
sample points and the potential exposure 
pathways. In other instances, as when the 
sampling point is an exposure point (e.g., when 
the sample is from an existing drinking water well) 



it may not be appropriate to group samples at all, 
but may be most appropriate to treat the sample 
data separately when estimating intakes. Still, in 
other instanceS, the assessor may wish to use the 
maximum concentration from a medium as the 
exposure concentration for a given pathway as a 
screening approach to place an upper bound on 
exposure. In these cases it is important to 
remember that if a screening level approach 
suggests a potential health concern, the estimates 
of exposure should be modified to reflect more 
probable exposure conditions. 

In those instances where it is appropriate to 
group sampling data from a particular medium, 
calculate for each exposure medium and each 
chemical the 95 percent upper confidence limit on 
the arithmetic average chemical concentration. 
See Chapter 5 for guidance on how to treat 
sample concentrations below the quantitation 
limit 

Modeling approaches. In some instances, it 
may not be appropriate to use monitoring data 
alone, and fate and transport models may be 
required to estimate exposure concentrations. 
Specific instances where monitoring data alone 
may not be adequate are as follmvs. 

• Where exposure points are spatiallv 
separate from monitoring points. 
Models may be required when exposure 
points are remote from sources of 
contamination if mechanisms for release 
and transport to exposure points exist 
(e.g., ground-water transport, air 
dispersion). 

• Where temporal distribution of data is 
Jacking. Typically, data from Superfund 
investigations are collected over a 
relatively short period of time. This 
generally will give a clear indication of 
current site conditions, but both long
term and short-term exposure estimates 
usually are required in Superfund 
exposure assessments. Although there 
may be situations where it is reasonable 
to assume that concentrations will 
remain constant over a long period of 
time, in many cases the time span of the 
monitoring data is not adequate to 

predict future exposure concentrations. 
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Environmental models may be required 
to make these predictions. 

• Where monitoring data are restricted bv 
the limit of quantitation. Environmental 
models may be needed to predict 
concentrations of contaminants that may 
be present at concentrations that are 
below the quantitation limit but that may 
still cause toxic effects (even at such low 
concentrations). For example, in the 
case of a ground-water plume discharging 
into a river, the dilution afforded by the 
river may be sufficient to reduce the 
concentration of the chemical to a level 
that could not be detected by direct 
monitoring. However, as discussed in 
Section 5.3.1, the chemical may be 
sufficiently toxic or bioaccumulative that 
it could present a health risk at 
concentrations below the limit of 
quantitation. Models may be required 
to make exposure estimates in these 
types of situations. 

A wide variety of ,models are available for 
use in exposure assessments. SEA1v1 (EPA 198Sb) 
and the Exposure Assessment Afethods Handbook 
(EPA 1989f) describe some of the models 
available and provide guidance in selecting 
appropriate modeling techniques. Also, the 
Center for Exposure Assessment Modeling 
(CEA1v1 -- Environmental Research Laboratory 
(ERL) Athens), the Source Receptor Analysis 
Branch (Office of Air Quality Planning and 
Standards, or OAQPS), and modelers in EPA 
regional offices can provide assistance in selecting 
appropriate models. Finally, Volume IV of the 
NTGS (EPA 1989c) provides guidance for air and 
atmospheric dispersion modeling for Superfund 
sites. Be sure to discuss the fate and transport 
models to be used in the exposure assessment \¥ith 
the RPM. 

The level of effort to be expended in 
estimating exposure concentrations will depend on 
the type and quantity of data available, the level 
of detail required in the assessment, and the 
resources available for the assessment. In general, 
estimating exposure concentrations will involve 
analysis of site monitoring data and application of 
simple, screening-level analytical models. The 
most important factor in determining the level of 
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effort will be the quantity and quality of the 
available data. In general, larger data sets will 
support the use of more sophisticated models. 

Other considerations. When evaluating 
chemical contamination at a site, it is important 
to review the spatial distribution of the data and 
evaluate it in ways that have the most relevance 
to the pathway being assessed. In short, consider 
where the contamination is with respect to known 
or anticipated population activity patterns. Maps 
of both concentration distribution and activity 
patterns will be useful for the exposure 
assessment. It is the intersection of activity 
patterns and contamination that defines an 
exposure area. Data from random sampling or 
from systematic grid pattern sampling may be 
more representative of a given exposure pathway 
than data collected only from hot spots. 

Generally, verified GC/MS laboratory data 
with adequate quality control will be required to 
support quantitative exposure assessment. Field 
screening data generally cannot be incorporated 
when estimating exposure concentrations because 
they are derived using less sensitive analytical 
methods and are subject to less stringent quality 
control. 

Other areas to be considered in estimating 
exposure concentrations are as follows. 

• Steady-state 
conditions. 
necessary 
conditions 

vs. non-steadv-state 
Frequently, it may be 

to assume steady-state 
beclUse the information 

required to estimate non-steady-state 
conditions (such as source depletion 
rate) is not readily available. This is 
likely to overestimate long-term exposure 
concentrations for certain pathways. 

• Number and type of exposure parameters 
that must be assumed. In developing 
exposure models, values for site-specific 
parameters such as hydraulic 
conductivity, organic carbon content of 
soil, wind speed and direction, and soil 
type may be required. These values may 
be generated as part of the RI. In cases 
where these values are not available, 
literature values may be substituted. In 
the absence of applicable literature 

values, the assessor must consider if a 
reliable exposure concentration estimate 
can be made. 

• Number and type of fate processes to 
be considered. In some cases, exposure 
modeling may be limited to 
considerations of mass balance, dilution, 
dispersion, and equilibrium partitioning. 
In other cases, models of more complex 
fate processes, such as chemical reaction, 
biodegradation, and photolysis may be 
needed. However, prediction of such 
fate processes requires significantly larger 
quantities of model calibration and 
validation data than required for less 
complex fate processes. For those sites 
where these more complex fate processes 
need to be modeled, be sure to consult 
with the RPM regarding the added data 
requirements. 

6.5.2 ESTIMATE EXPOSURE 
CONCENTRATIONS IN GROUND 
WATER 

Exposure concentrations in ground water can 
be based on monitoring data alone or on a 
combination of monitoring and modeling. In 
some cases, the exposure assessor may favor the 
use of monitoring data over the use of complex 
models to develop exposure concentrations. It is 
most appropriate to use ground-water sampling 
data as estimates of exposure concentrations when 
the sampling points correspond to exposure 
points, such as samples taken from a drinking 
water tap. However, samples taken directly from 
a domestic well or drinking water tap should be 
interpreted cautiously. For example, where the 
water is acidic, inorganic chemicals such as lead 
or copper may leach from the distribution system. 
Organic chemicals such as phthalates may migrate 
into water from plastic piping. Therefore, 
interpretations of these data should consider the 
type and operation of the pumping, storage, and 
distribution system involved. 

Most of the time, data from monitoring wells 
will be used to estimate chemical concentrations 
at the exposure point. Several issues should be 
considered when using monitoring well data to 
estimate these concentrations. First, determine if 
the aquifer has sufficient production capacity and 



is of sufficient quality to support drinking water 
or other uses. If so, it generally should be 
assumed that water could be drawn from anywhere 
in the aquifer, regardless of the location of 
existing wells relative to the contaminant plume. 
In a few situations, however, it may not be 
reasonable to assume that water will be drawn 
from directly beneath a specific source (e.g., a 
waste management unit such as a landfill) in the 
future. In these cases, it should be assumed that 
water could be drawn from directly adjacent to the 
source. Selection of the location(s) used to 
evaluate future ground-water exposures should be 
made in consultation with the RPM. Second, 
compare the construction of wells (e.g., drinking 
water wells) in the area with the construction of 
the monitoring wells. For example, drinking water 
wells may draw water from more than one aquifer, 
whereas individual monitoring wells are usually 
screened in a specific aquifer. In some cases it 
may be appropriate to separate data from two 
aquifers that have very limited hydraulic 
connection if drinking water wells in the area 
draw water from only one of them. Consult a 
hydrogeologist for assistance in the above 
considerations. 

Another issue to consider is filtration of 
water samples. While filtration of ground-water 
samples provides useful information for 
understanding chemical transport within an aquifer 
(see Section 4.5.3 for more details), the use of 
filtered samples for estimating exposure is very 
controversial because these data may 
underestimate chemical concentrations in water 
from an unfiltered tap. Therefore, data from 
unfiltered samples should be used to estimate 
exposure concentrations. Consult with the RPM 
before using data from filtered samples. 

Ground-water monitoring data are often of 
limited use for evaluating long-term exposure 
concentrations because they are generally 
representative of current site conditions and not 
long-term trends. Therefore, ground-water models 
may be needed to estimate exposure 
concentrations. Monitoring data should be used 
when possible to calibrate the models. 

Estimating exposure concentrations in ground 
water using models can be a complex task because 
of the many physical and chemical processes that 
may affect transport and transformation in ground 

water. Among the important mechanisms that 
should be considered when estimating exposure 
concentrations in ground water are leaching from 
the surface, advection (including infiltration, flow 
through the unsaturated zone, and flow with 
ground water), dispersion, sorption (including 
adsorption, desorption, and ion exchange), and 
transformation (including biological degradation. 
hydrolysis, oxidation, reduction, complexation, 
dissolution, and precipitation). Another 
consideration is that not alf chemicals may be 
dissolved in water, but may be present instead in 
nonaqueous phases that float on top of ground 
water or sink to the bottom of the aquifer. 

The proper selection and application of soil 
and ground-water models requires a thorough 
understanding of the physical, chemical, and 
hydrogeologic characteristics of the site. SEMf 
(EPA 1988b) provides a discussion of the factors 
controlling soil and ground-water contaminant 
migration as well as descriptions of various soil 
and ground-water models. For more in-depth 
guidance on the selection and application of 
appropriate ground-water models, consult 
Selection Criteria for Mathematical Models Used in 
Exposure Assessments: Ground-water Models (EPA 
1988c). As with all modeling, the assessor should 
carefully evaluate the applicability of the model to 

the site being evaluated, and should consult v.ith 
a hydrogeologist as necessary. 

If ground-water modeling is not used, current 
concentrations can be used to represent future 
concentrations in ground water assuming steady
state conditions. This assumption should be noted 
in the exposure assessment chapter and in the 
uncertainties and conclusions of the risk 
assessment. 

6.5.3 ESTIMATE EXPOSURE 
CONCENTRATIONS IN SOIL 

Estimates of current exposure concentrations 
in soil can be based directly on summarized 
monitoring data if it is assumed that 
concentrations remain constant over time. Such 
an assumption may not be appropriate for some 
chemicals and some sites where leaching, 
volatilization, photolysis, biodegradation, wind 
erosion, and surface runoff will reduce chemical 
concentrations over time. Soil monitoring data 
and site conditions should be carefully screened to 
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identify situations where source depletion is likely 
to be important. SEAM (EPA 1988b) gives 
steady-state equations for estimating many of these 
processes. However, incorporating these processes 
into the calculation of exposure concentrations for 
soil involves considerable effort. If a modeling 
approach is not adopted in these situations, 
assume a constant concentration over time and 
base exposure concentrations on monitoring data. 
This assumption should be clearly documented. 

In evaluating monitoring data for the 
assessment of soil contact exposures, the spatial 
distribution of the data is a critical factor. The 
spatial distribution of soil contamination can be 
used as a basis for estimating the average 
concentrations contacted over time if it is assumed 
that contact with soil is spatially random (i.e., if 
contact with soil in all areas of the site is equally 
probable). Data from random sampling programs 
or samples from evenly spaced grid networks 
generally can be considered as representative of 
concentrations across the site. At many sites 
however, sampling programs are designed to 
characterize only obviously contaminated soils or 
hot spot areas. Care must be taken in evaluating 
such data sets for estimating exposure 
concentrations. Samples from areas where direct 
contact is not realistic (such as where a steep 
slope or thick vegetation prevents current access) 
should not be considered when estimating current 
exposure concentrations for direct contact 
pathways. Similarly, the depth of the sample 
should be considered; surface soil samples should 
be evaluated separately from subsurface samples 
if direct contact with surface soil or inhalation of 
wind bl0\\11 dust are potential exposure pathways 
at the site. 

In some cases, contamination may be 
unevenly distributed across a site, resulting in hot 
spots (areas of high contamination relative to 
other areas of the site). If a hot spot is located 
near an area which, because of site or population 
characteristics, is visited or used more frequently, 
exposure to the hot spot should be assessed 
separately. The area over which the activity is 
expected to occur should be considered when 
averaging the monitoring data for a hot spot. For 
example, averaging soil data over an area the size 
of a residential backyard (e.g., an eighth of an 
acre) may be most appropriate for evaluating 
residential soil pathways. 

6.5.4 ESTIMATE EXPOSURE 
CONCENTRATIONS IN AIR 

There are three general approaches to 
estimating exposure concentrations in air: (1) 
ambient air monitoring, (2) emiSSIOn 
measurements coupled with dispersion modeling, 
and (3) emission modeling coupled with dispersion 
modeling. Whichever approach is used, the 
resulting exposure concentrations should be as 
representative as possible of the specific exposure 
pathways being evaluated. If long-term exposures 
are being evaluated, the exposure concentrations 
should be representative of long-term averages. 
If short-term exposures are of interest, measured 
or modeled peak concentrations may be most 
representative. 

If monitoring data have been collected at a 
site, their adequacy for use in a risk assessment 
should be evaluated by considering how 
appropriate they are for the exposures being 
addressed. Volume II of the NTGS (EPA 1989b) 
provides guidance for measuring emissions and 
should be consulted when evaluating the 
appropriateness of emission data. See Chapter 4 
(Section 4.5.5) for factors to consider when 
evaluating the appropriateness of ambient air 
monitoring data. As long as there are no 
significant analytical problems affecting air 
sampling data, background levels are not 
significantly higher than potential site-related 
levels, and site-related levels are not below the 
instrument detection limit, air monitoring data can 
be used to derive exposure concentrations. There 
still will be uncertainties inherent in using tht:Se 
data because they usually are not representative 
of actual long-term average air concentrations. 
This may be because there were only a few sample 
collection periods, samples were collected during 
only one type of meteorological or climatic 
condition, or because the source of the chemicals 
will change over time. These uncertainties should 
be mentioned in the risk assessment. 

In the absence of monitoring data, exposure 
concentrations often can be estimated using 
models. Two kinds of models are used to 
estimate air concentrations: emission models that 
predict the rate at which chemicals may be 
released into the air from a source, and dispersion 
models that predict associated concentrations in 
air at potential receptor points. 



Outdoor air modeling. Emissions may occur 
as a result of the volatilization of chemicals from 
contaminated media or as a result of the 
suspension of onsite soils. Models that predict 
emission rates for volatile chemicals or dust 
require numerous input parameters, many of 
which are site-specific. For volatile chemicals, 
emission models for surface water and soil are 
available in SEAM (EPA 198Sb). Volume IV of 
the NTGS (EPA 1989c) also provides guidance for 
evaluating volatile emissions at Superfund sites. 
Emissions due to suspension of soils may result 
from wind erosion of exposed soil particles and 
from vehicular disturbances of the soil. To 
predict soil or dust emissions, EPA's fugitive dust 
models provided in AP42 (EPA 1985b) or models 
described in SEAM (1988b) may be used. 
Volume IV of the NTGS (EPA 1989c) also will 
be useful in evaluating fugitive dust emissions at 
Superfund sites. Be sure to critically review all 
models before use to determine their applicability 
to the situation and site being evaluated. If 
necessary, consult with air modelers in EPA 
regional offices, the Exposure Assessment Group 
in EPA headquarters or the Source Receptor 
Analysis Branch in OAQPS. 

After emissions have been estimated or 
measured, air dispersion models can be applied to 
estimate air concentrations at receptor points. In 
choosing a dispersion model, factors that must be 
considered include the type of source and the 
location of the receptor relative to the source. 
For area or point sources, EPA's Industrial Source 
Complex model (EPA 1987a) or the simple 
Gaussian dispersion models discussed in SEAM 
(EPA 198Sb) can provide air concentrations 
around the source. Other models can be found 
in Volume IV of the NTGS (EPA 1989c). The 
Source Receptor Analysis Branch of OAQPS also 
can be contacted for assistance. Again, critically 
review all models for their applicability. 

Indoor air modeling. Indoor emissions may 
occur as a result of transport of outdoor-generated 
dust or vapors indoors, or as a result of 
volatilization of chemicals indoors during use of 
contaminated water (e.g., during showering, 
cooking, washing). Few models are available for 
estimating indoor air concentrations from outside 
sources. For dust transport indoors, it can 
generally be assumed that indoor concentrations 
are less than those outdoors. For vapor transport 
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indoors, concentrations indoors and outdoors can 
be assumed to be equivalent in most cases. 
However, at sites where subsurface soil gas or 
ground-water seepage are entering indoors, vapor 
concentrations inside could exceed those outdoors. 
Vapor concentrations resulting from indoor use of 
water may be greater than those outdoors, 
depending on the emission source characteristics, 
dispersion indoors, and indoor-outdoor air 
exchange rates. Use models discussed in the 
Exposure Assessment Methods Handbook (EPA 
1989f) to evaluate volatilization of chemicals from 
indoor use of water. 

6.5.5 ESTIMATE EXPOSURE 
CONCENTRATIONS IN SURFACE 
WATER 

Data from surface water sampling and 
analysis may be used alone or in conjunction with 
fate and transpon models to estimate exposure 
concentrations. Where the sampling points 
correspond to exposure points, such as at 
locations where fishing or recreational activities 
take place, or at the intake to a drinking water 
supply, the monitoring data can be used alone to 
estimate exposure concentrations. However, the 
data must be carefully screened. The complexity 
of surface water processes may lead to certain 
limitations in monitoring data. Among these are 
the following. 

• Temporal representativeness. Surface 
water bodies are subject to seasonal 
changes in flow, temperature, and depth 
that may significantly affect the fate and 
transport of contaminants. Releases to 
surface water bodies often depend on 
storm conditions to produce surface 
runoff and soil erosion. Lakes are 
subject to seasonal stratification and 
changes in biological activity. Unless the 
surface water monitoring program has 
been designed to account for these 
phenomena, the data may not represent 
long-term average concentrations or 
short-term concentrations that may occur 
after storm events. 

• Spatialrepresentativeness. Considerable 
variation in concentration can occur with 
respect to depth and lateral location in 
surface water bodies. Sample locations 
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should be examined relative to surface 
water mixing zones. Concentrations 
within the moong zone may be 
significantly higher than at downstream 
points where complete mixing has taken 
place. 

• Quantitation limit limitations. Where 
large surface water bodies are involved, 
contaminants that enter as a result of 
ground-water discharge or runoff from 
relatively small areas may be significantly 
diluted. Although standard analytical 
methods may not be able to detect 
chemicals at these levels, the toxic effects 
of the chemicals and/or their potential 
to bioaccumulate may nevertheless 
require that such concentrations be 
assessed. 

• Contributions from other sources. 
Surface water bodies are normally subject 
to contamination from many sources 
(e.g., pesticide runoff, stormwater, 
wastewater discharges, acid mine 
drainage). Many of the chemicals 
associated with these sources may be 
difficult to distinguish from site-related 
chemicals. In many cases background 
samples will be useful in assessing site-
related contaminants from other 
contaminants (see Section 4.4). 
However, there may be other cases 
where a release and transport model may 
be required to make the distinction. 

Many analytical and numerical models are 
available to estimate the release of contaminants 
to surface water and to predict the fate of 
contaminants once released. The models range 
from simple mass balance relationships to 
numerical codes that contain terms for chemical 
and biological reactions and interactions with 
sediments. In general, the level of information 
collected during the RI will tend to limit the use 
of the more complex models. 

There are several documents that can bt 
consulted when selecting models to estimate 
surface water exposure concentrations, including 
SEAM (EPA 1988b ), the Erposure Assessment 
Methods Handbook (EPA 1989t), and Selection 

Criteria for Mathematical Models Used in Exposure 
Assessmerus: Surface Water Models (EPA 1987b). 
SEAM lists equations for surface water runoff and 
soil erosion and presents the basic mass balance 
relationships for estimating the effects of dilution. 
A list of available numerical codes for more 
complex modeling also is provided. The selection 
criteria document (EPA 1987b) provides a more 
in-depth discussion of numerical codes and other 
models. In addition, it provides guidelines and 
procedures for evaluating the appropriate level of 
complexity required for various applications. The 
document lists criteria to consider when selecting 
a surface water model, including: (1) type of water 
body, (2) presence of steady-state or transient 
conditions, (3) point versus non-point sources of 
contamination, (4) whether 1, 2, or 3 spatial 
dimensions should be considered, (5) the degree 
of mixing, (6) sediment interactions, and (7) 
chemical processes. Each of the referenced 
documents should be consulted prior to any 
surface water modeling. 

6.5.6 ESTThfATE EXPOSURE 
CONCENTRATIONS IN SEDIMENTS 

In general, use sediment monitoring data to 
estimate exposure concentrations. Sediment 
monitoring data can be expected to provide better 
temporal representativeness than surface water 
concentrations. This will especially be true in the 
case of contaminants such as PCBs, P AHs, and 
some inorganic chemicals, which are likely to 
remain bound to the sediments. When using 
monitoring data to represent exposure 
concentrations for direct contact exposures, data 
from surficial, near-shore sediments should be 
used. 

If modeling is needed to estimate sediment 
exposure concentrations, consult SEAM (EPA 
1988b ). SEAM treats surface water and sediment 
together for the purpose of listing available 
models for the release and transport of 
contaminants. Models for soil erosion releases 
are equally applicable for estimating exposure 
concentrations for surface water and sediment. 
Many of the numerical models listed in SEAM 
and the surface water selection criteria document 
(EPA 1987b) contain sections devoted to sediment 
fate and transport. 



6.5.7 ESTIMATE CHEMICAL 
CONCENTRATIONS IN FOOD 

Fish and shellfish. Chemical concentrations 
in fish and shellfish may be measured or 
estimated. Site-specific measured values are 
preferable to estimated values, but before using 
such values, evaluate the sampling plan to 
detennine if it was adequate to characterize the 
population and species of concern (see Section 
4.5.6 for some sampling considerations). Also 
examine analytical procedures to detennine if the 
quantitation limits were low enough to detect the 
lowest concentration potentially harmful to 
humans. Inadequate sampling or high levels of 
quantitation may lead to erroneous conclusions. 

In the absence of adequate tissue 
measurements, first consider whether the chemical 
bioconcentrates (i.e., is taken up from water) or 
bioaccumulates (i.e., is taken up from food, 
sediment, and water). For example, low molecular 
weight volatile organic chemicals do not 
bioaccumulate in aquatic organisms to a great 
extent. Other chemicals accumulate in some 
species but not in others. For example, PAHs 
tend to accumulate in mollusk species but not in 
fish, which rapidly metabolize the chemicals. For 
those chemicals that bioconcentrate in aquatic 
species of concern, use the organism/Water 
panition coefficient (i.e., bioconcentration factor, 
or BCF) approach to estimate steady-state 
concentrations. BCFs that estimate concentrations 
in edible tissue (muscle) are generally more 
appropriate for assessing human exposures from 
fish or shellfish ingestion than those that estimate 
concentrations in the whole body, although this is 
not true for all aquatic species or applicable to all 
human populations consuming fish or shellfish. 
When data from multiple experiments are 
available, select the BCF from a test that used a 
species most similar to the species of concern at 
the site, and multiply the BCF directly by the 
dissolved chemical concentration in water to 
obtain estimates of tissue concentrations. Be 
aware that the study from which the BCF is 
obtained should reflect a steady state or 
equilibrium condition, generally achieved over 
long-term exposures (although some chemicals 
may reach steady state rapidly in certain species). 
For some chemicals, BCFs may overestimate tissue 
levels in fish that may be exposed only for a shan 
period of time. 
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When no BCF is available, estimate the BCF 
with a regression equation based on octanol,M·ater 
panition coefficients CKow). Several equations are 
available in the literature. Those developed for 
chemicals with structural similarities to the 
chemical of concern should be used in preference 
to general equations because of better statistical 
correlations. 

The regression equation approach to 
estimating BCFs can overestimate or 
underestimate concentrations in fish tissue 
depending upon the chemical of concern and the 
studies used to develop the regression equations. 
For example, high molecular weight P AHs (such 
as benz(a)pyrene) with high Kow values lead to 
the prediction of high fish tissue residues. 
However, PAHs are rapidly metabolized in the 
liver, and do not appear to accumulate 
significantly in fish. Regression equations using 
Kow cannot take into account such 
pharmacokinetics, and thus may overestimate 
bioconcentration. On the other hand, studies used 
to develop regression equations which were not 
representative of steady-state conditions will tend 
to underestimate BCFs. 

Typical methods for estimating fish tissue 
concentrations are based on dissolved chemical 
concentrations in water. While chemicals present 
in sediment and biota may also bioaccumulate in 
fish, there are only limited data available to 
estimate contributions to fish from these sources. 
However, chemicals that readily adsorb to 
sediments, such as PCBs, can be present in surface 
water at concentrations below detection limits and 
still significantly bioaccumulate. Some models are 
available to assess the contribution of chemical 
concentrations in sediment to chemical 
concentrations in aquatic biota. CEAM (ERL 
Athens) may be of assistance in choosing and 
applying an appropriate model. 

Plants. Site-related chemicals may be present 
in plants as a result of direct deposition onto 
plant surfaces, uptake from the soil, and uptake 
from the air. When possible, samples of plants or 
plant products should be used to estimate 
exposure concentrations. In the absence of 
monitoring data, several modeling approaches are 
available for estimating exposure concentrations in 
plants. Use of these models, however, can 
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introduce substantial uncertainty into an exposure 
assessment. 

If deposition onto plants is the source of the 
chemical, air deposition modeling can be used in 
conjunction with plant interception fractions to 
estimate uptake. The plant interception fraction 
can be estimated by methods published in the 
literature or can be developed for a specific crop 
by considering crop yield and the area of the plant 
available for deposition. 

If soil contamination is the source of the 
chemical, calculate the concentration in plants by 
multiplying soil to plant partition coefficients by 
soil concentrations. Use the open literature or 
computerized data bases to obtain these 
coefficients from field, microcosm, or laboratory 
experiments that are applicable to the type of 
vegetation or crop of concern (see EPA 1985c 
sludge documents for some). In the absence of 
more specific information, use general BCFs 
published in the literature that are not crop
specific (see Baes et al. 1984 for some). When 
using these parameters, it is important to consider 
that many site-specific factors affect the extent of 
uptake. These factors include pH, the amount of 
organic material present in soil, and the presence 
of other chemicals. 

When literature values are not available, 
consider equations published in the literature for 
estimating uptake into the whole plant, into the 
root, and translocation from the root into above 
ground parts (see Calamari et al. 1987). Such 
methods require physical/chemical parameters such 
as Kow or molecular weight and were developed 
using a limited data base. Scientific judgment 
must always be applied in the development and 
application of any partition coefficient, and 
caution must be applied in using these values in 
risk assessment. 

Terrestrial animals. Use tissue monitoring 
data when available and appropriate for estimating 
human exposure to chemicals in the terrestrial 
food chain. In the absence of tissue monitoring 
data, use transfer coefficients together with the 
total chemical mass ingested by an animal per day 
to estimate contaminant concentrations in meat, 
eggs, or milk. Data to suppon modeling of 
uptake by terrestrial animals generally are not 
available for birds, but are available for some 

mammalian species. Terrestrial mammals such as 
cattle are simultaneously exposed to chemicals 
from several sources such as water, soil, com 
silage, pasture grass, and hay. Cattle ingest 
varying amounts of these sources per day, each of 
which will contain a different contaminant 
concentration. Because all sources can be 
important with regard to total body burden, an 
approach based upon the daily mass of chemical 
ingested per day is recommended because it can 
be applied to input from many sources. 

Obtain transfer coefficients from the 
literature (see Ng et al. 1977, 1979, 1982; Baes et 
al. 1984 for some), or calculate them directly from 
feeding studies (see Jensen et al. 1981; Jensen and 
Hummel 1982; Fries et al. 1973; Van Bruwaene 
et al. 1984). In the absence of this information, 
use regression equations in the literature for the 
estimation of transfer coefficients (see Travis and 
Arms 1988). It is important to be aware that 
regression equations that use feeding study results 
from shan-term exposures may underestimate 
meat or milk concentrations. In addition, 
regression equations which rely on Kow values may 
overestimate exposures for chemicals such as 
benz(a)pyrene that are rapidly metabolized. 
Information on the amount of feed, soil and water 
ingested by dairy and beef cows is available in the 
literature and should be combined with chemical 
concentrations in these media to estimate a daily 
dose to the animal. 

6.5.8 SUMMARIZE EXPOSURE 
CONCENTRATIONS FOR EACH 
PATHWAY 

Summarize the exposure concentrations 
derived for each pathway. Exhibit 6-10 presents 
a sample format. 

6.6 QUANTIFICATION OF 
EXPOSURE: ESTIMATION 
OF CHEI\1ICAL INTAKE 

This section describes the methodology for 
calculating chemical-specific intakes for the 
populations and exposure pathways selected for 
quantitative evaluation. The general equation for 
estimating intake was shown in Exhibit 6-9. 
Remember that the intakes calculated in this step 



EXHIBIT 6-10 

EXAMPLE OF TABLE FORivlAT FOR SUMMARIZING 
EXPOSURE CONCENTRATIONS 

Populations/Pathways 

Current Residents 

Ingestion of ground water: 

Benzene 

Chlordane 

Cyanide 

Direct contact with soil: 

Manganese 

Selenium 

Mercury 

Inhalation of dust: 

Manganese 

Selenium 

Mercury 

Exposure 
Concentration 

9ug/L 

5.3 ug!L 

11 ug/L 

1200 mg/kg 

48 mg!kg 

2 mg!kg 

1 mg/m 3 

0.04 mg/m3 

0.002 mg/m, 

Comments 

Concentrations are the 95 percent 
upper confidence limit on the 
arithmetic average of measured 
concentrations in downgradient 
monitoring wells. 

Concentrations are the 95 percent 
upper confidence limit on the 
arithmetic average of measured 
concentrations in onsite surface 
soils. 

Concentrations are based on esti
mates of fugitive dust generation 
and dispersion to nearby homes. 
Concentration inputs for air model 
are 95 percent upper confidence 
limit on the arithmetic average of 
measured concentrations in onsite 
soiL 
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are expressed as the amount of chemical at the 
exchange boundary (e.g., skin, lungs, gut) and 
available for absorption. Intake. therefore. is not 
equivalent to absorbed dose, which is the amount 
of a chemical absorbed into the blood stream. 

The sections that follow give standard 
equations for estimating human intakes for all 
possible exposure routes at a site. Values for 
equation variables are presented for use in 
evaluating residential exposures. Considerations 
for deriving pathway-specific variable values for 
populations other than residential (i.e., 
commercial/industrial or recreational) also are 
given. In general, both upper-bound (e.g., 95th 
percentile or maximum values) and average (mean 
or median) values are presented. These values 
can be used to calculate the RME or to evaluate 
uncertainty. A general discussion of which 
variable values should be used to calculate the 
RME was provided in Section 6.4.1; more specific 
guidance follows. A discussion of the uncertainty 
analysis is presented in Section 6.8. 

The information presented below is organized 
by exposure medium and exposure route. 

6.6.1 CALCUlATE GROUND-WATER AND 
SURFACE WATER INTAKES 

Individuals may be exposed to chemicals of 
potential concern in ground water and surface 
water by the following routes: 

(1) ingestion of ground water or surface 
water used as drinking water; 

(2) incidental ingestion of surface water 
while swimming; and 

(3) dermal contact \\ith ground water or 
surface water. 

Inhalation exposures to chemicals that have 
volatilized from surface or ground water are 
covered in Section 6.6.3. 

Intake from drinking water. Calculate 
residential intakes from ingestion of ground water 
or surface water used as drinking water, using the 
equation and variable values presented in Exhibit 
6-11. .As discussed in section 6.53, chemical 
concentration in water (CW) should be based on 

data from unfiltered samples. Develop pathway
specific variable values as necessary. Ingestion 
rates (IR) could be lower for residents who spend 
a portion of their day outside the home (e.g., at 
work). Also, exposure frequency (EF) may vary 
\\ith land use. Recreational users and workers 
generally would be exposed less frequently than 
residents. 

Intake from ingestion of surface water while 
swimming. Calculate intakes from incidental 
ingestion of surface water while swimming. Use 
the equation and variable values presented in 
Exhibit 6-12. Chemical concentration in water 
(CW) should represent unfiltered concentrations. 
Incidental ingestion rates (IR) while swimming 
have not been found in the available literature. 
SE.AJ.\1 (EPA 1988b) recommends using an 
incidental ingestion rate of 50 ml/hour of 
swimming. Exposure duration (ED) will generally 
be less for recreational users of a surface water 
compared to residents living near the surface 
water. Workers are not expected to be exposed 
via this pathway. 

Intake from dermal contact. Calculate 
intakes from dermal contact with water while 
s\\imming, wading, etc., or during household use 
(e.g., bathing). 

Use the equation and variable values 
presented in Exhibit 6-13. In this case, the 
calculated exposure is actuallv the absorbed dose, 
not the amount of chemical that comes in contact 
\\ith the skin (i.e., intake). This is because 
permeability constants (PC) reflect the movement 
of the chemical across the skin to the stratum 
corneum and into the bloodstream. Be sure to 
record this information in the summary of 
exposure assessment results so that the calculated 
intake is compared to an appropriate toxicity 
reference value in the risk characterization 
chapter. Note that PC are based on an 
equilibrium partitioning and likely result in an 
over-estimation of absorbed dose over short 
exposure periods (e.g., < 1 hr). The open 
literature should be consulted for chemical-specific 
PC values. The values in SEAM (EPA 1988b) are 
currently being reviewed and should not be used 
at this time. If chemical-specific PC values are 
not available, the permeability of water can be 
used to derive a default value. (See Blank et al. 
[1984] for some values [e.g., 8.4xlo-4CIIlfhr].) Note 



a 

EXHIBIT 6-11 

RESIDENTIAL EXPOSURE: INGESTION OF 
CHEMICALS IN DRINKING WATER a 

(AND BEVERAGES .lvlADE USING DRINKING \VATER) 

Equation: 

Where: 

cw = 
IR 
EF = 
ED = 
BW = 
AT = 

Intake (mglkg-day) = CW x IR x EF x ED 
BWxAT 

Chemical Concentration in Water (mglliter) 
Ingestion Rate (liters/day) 
Exposure Frequency (days/year) 
Exposure Duration (years) 
Body Weight (kg) 
Averaging Time (period over which exposure is averaged - days) 

Variable Values: 

C\V: Site-specific measured or modeled value 

IR: 2 liters/day (adult, 90th percentile; EPA 1989d) 
1.4 liters/day (adult, average; EPA 1989d) 
Age-specific values (EPA l989d) · 

EF: Pathway-specific value (for residents, usually daily- 365 days/year) 

ED: 70 years (lifetime; by convention) 
30 years (national upper-bound time (90th percentile) 

at one residence; EPA 1989d) 
9 years (national median time (50th percentile) at one residence; 

EPA 1989d) 

BW: 70 kg (adult, average; EPA 1989d) 
Age-specific values (EPA 1985a, 1989d) 

AT: Pathway-specific period of exposure for noncarcinogenic effects 
(i.e., ED x 365 days/year), and 70 year lifetime for carcinogenic 
effects (i.e., 70 years x 365 days/year). 

See Section 6.4.1 and 6.6.1 for a discussion of which variahk values should be used tn calculate Jlu! 
reasonable maximum exposure. In general, combine 95th or 90th percentile values for contact rate 
and exposure frequency and duration variahks. 
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EXIDBIT 6-12 

RESIDENTIAL EXPOSURE: 
INGESTION OF CHEMICALS IN SURFACE WATER 

WHILE SWIMMING a 

Equation: 

Where: 

cw = 
CR = 
ET = 
EF = 
ED = 
BW = 
AT = 

Intake (mg/kg-day) = CW x CR x ET x EF x ED 
BWxAT 

Chemical Concentration in Water (mg/liter) 
Contact Rate (liters/hour) 
Exposure Time (hours/event) 
Exposure Frequency (events/year) 
Exposure Duration (years) 
Body Weight (kg) 
Averaging Time (period over which exposure is averaged -days) 

Variable Values: 

CW: Site-specific measured or modeled value 

CR: 50 ml/hour (EPA 1989d) 

ET: Pathway-specific value 

EF: Pathway-specific value (should consider local climatic conditions 
[e. g., number of days above a given temperature} and age of 
potentially exposed population) 

7 days/year (national average for swimming; USDOI in 
EPA 1988b, EPA 1989d) 

ED: 70 years (lifetime; by convention) 
30 years (national upper-bound time (90th percentile) at one 

residence; EPA 1989d) 
9 years (national median time (50th percentile) at one residence; 

EPA 1989d) 

BW: 70 kg (adult, average; EPA 1989d) 
Age-specific values (EPA 1985a, 1989d) 

AT: Pathway-specific period of exposure for noncarcinogenic effects 
(i.e., ED x 365 days/year), and 70 year lifetime for carcinogenic 
effects (i.e., 70 years x 365 days/year). 

a See Section 6. 4.1 and 6. 6.1 for a discussion of which variable values should be used to calculate the 
reasonable maximum aposure. In general, combine 95th or 90th percentile values for contact rate 
and exposure frequency and duration variables. 



EXHIBIT 6-13 

RESIDENTIAL EXPOSURE: 
DERMAL CONTACT WITH CHEMICALS IN WATERa 

Equation: 

Where: 

cw = 
SA = 
PC = 
EI = 
EF = 
ED = 
CF = 
BW = 
AT = 

Absorbed Dose (mglkg-<lay) = CW x SA x PC x EI x EF x ED x CF 
BWxAT 

Chemical Concentration in Water (mg!liter) 
Skin Surface Area Available for Contact (cm2 ) 

Chemical-specific Dermal Permeability Constant (cm!br) 
Exposure Time (hours/day) 
Exposure Frequency (days/year) 
Exposure Duration (years) 
Volumetric Conversion Factor for Water (lliter/1000 cm3 ) 

Body Weight (kg) 
Averaging Time (period over which exposure is averaged- days) 

Variable Values: 

CW: Site-specific measured or modeled value 

SA: 

50th Pm:entile Total Body Surface Area Cm 2 ) <EPA 1989d. 1985a) 

AGE CYRSl MALE FE :\'tALE 

3 < 6 0.728 0.711 
6 < 9 0.931 0.919 
9 < 12 1.16 1.16 
12 < 15 1.49 1.48 
15 < 18 1.75 1.60 
Adult 1.94 1.69 

50th Percentile Body Part-soecific Surface Areas for Males (m 2
} CEPA 1989d. 1985a} 

AGE CYRS} ARMS HANDS I&J:LS 
3 < 4 0.096 0.040 0.18 
6 < 7 0.11 0.041 0.24 
9 < 10 0.13 0.057 0.31 
Adult 0.23 0.082 0.55 

a See Section 6.4. I and 6. 6. I for a discussion of which variable values should be used to calculate the 
reasonable maximum exposure. In general, combine 95th or 90th percentile values for contact rate and 
exposure frequency and duration van'ables. Use 50th percentile values for SA; see text for rationale. 

(continued) 
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EXHIBIT 6-13 (continued) 

RESIDENTIAL EXPOSURE: 
DEAAIAL CONTACT WITH CHEMICALS IN WATERa 

NOTE: Values for children were calculated using age-specific body surface areas and tJu average 
percentage of totol body surface area represented by particular body parts in children, 
presented in EPA 1985a. Values for aduJJs presented in EPA 1989d or calculated from 
information presented in EPA l985a. Information on surface area of other body parts (e.g., 
head, feet) and for female children and adults also is presented in EPA 1985a, 1989d. 
Differences in body part surface areas between sexes is negligible. 

PC: Consult open literature for values (Note that use of PC values results in 
an estimate of absorbed dose.] 

ET: Pathway-specific value (consider local activity patterns if information 
is available) 

2.6 hrs/day (national average for swimming; USDOI in 
EPA 1988b, EPA 1989d) 

EF: Pathway-specific value (should consider local climatic conditions 
[e. g., number of days above a given temperature] and age of potentially 
exposed population) 

7 days/year (national average for swimming; USDOI in EPA 1988b, 
EPA 1989d) 

ED: 70 years (lifetime; by convention) 
30 years (national upper-bound time (90th percentile) at one residence; 

EPA 1989d) 
9 years (national median time (50th percentile) at one residence; 

EPA 1989d) 

CF: 1 liter/1000 cmJ 

BW: 70 kg (adult, average; EPA 1989d) 
Age-specific values (EPA 198Sa, 1989d) 

AT: Pathway-specific period of exposure for noncarcinogenic effects 
(i.e., ED x 365 days/year), and 70 year lifetime for carcinogenic effects 
(i.e., 70 years x 365 days/year). 

a See Section 6.4.1 and 6.6.1 for a discussion of which variable values should be used to calculate 
the reasonable maximum exposure. ln general, combine 95th or 90th percentile values for 
contact rate and exposure frequency and duration variables. 



that this approach may underestimate dermal 
permeability for some organic chemicals. 

To calculate the reasonable maximum 
exposure for this pathway, 50th percentile values, 
instead of 95th percentile values, are used for the 
area of exposed skin (SA). This is because 
surface area and body weight are strongly 
correlated and 50th percentile values are most 
representative of the surface area of individuals of 
average weight (e.g., 70 kg) which is assumed for 
this and all other exposure pathways. Estimates 
of exposure for this pathway are still regarded as 
conservative because generally conservative 
assumptions are used to estimate dermal 
absorption (PC) and exposure frequency and 
duration. 

Consider pathway-specific variations for the 
intake variables. SA will vary with activity and 
the extent of clothing worn. For example, a 
greater skin surface area would be in contact with 
water during bathing or swimming than when 
wading. Worker exposure via this pathway will 
depend on the type of work performed at the site, 
protective clothing worn, and the extent of water 
use and contact. 

6.6.2 CALCULATE SOIL, SEDIMENT, OR 
DUST INTAKES 

Individuals may be exposed to chemicals of 
potential concern in soil, sediment, or dust by the 
following routes: 

(1) incidental ingestion; and 
(2) dermal contact. 

Inhalation exposures to airborne soil or dust are 
discussed in Section 6.6.3. 

Incidental ingestion. Calculate intakes from 
incidental ingestion of chemicals in soil by 
residents using the equation and variable values 
presented in Exhibit 6-14. Consider population 
characteristics that might influence variable values. 
Exposure duration (ED) may be less for workers 
and recreational users. 

The value suggested for ingestion rate (IR) 
for children 6 years old and younger are based 
primarily on fecal tracer studies and account for 
ingestion of indoor dust as well as outdoor soil. 

These values should be viewed as representative 
of long-term average daily ingestion rates for 
children and should be used in conjunction with 
an exposure frequency of 365 days/year. A term 
can be used to account for the fraction of soil or 
dust contacted that is presumed to be 
contaminated (FI). In some cases, concentrations 
in indoor dust can be equal to those in outdoor 
soil. Conceivably, in these cases, FI could be 
equal to 1.0. 

For ingestion of chemicals in sediment, use 
the same equation as that used for ingestion of 
soil. Unless more pathway-specific values can be 
found in the open literature, use as default 
variable values the same values as those used for 
ingestion of soil. In most instances, contact and 
ingestion of sediments is not a relevant pathway 
for industriaUcommercial land use (a notable 
exception to this could be workers repairing 
docks). 

Dermal contact. Calculate exposure from 
dermal contact with chemicals in soil by residents 
using the equation and variable values presented 
in Exhibit 6-15. As was the case with exposure to 
chemicals in water, calculation of exposure for this 
pathway results in an estimate of the absorbed 
dose, not the amount of chemical in contact with 
the skin (i.e., intake). Absorption factors (ABS) 
are used to reflect the desorption of the chemical 
from soil and the absorption of the chemical 
across the skin and into the blood stream. 
Consult the open literature for information on 
chemical-specific absorption factors. In the 
absence of chemical-specific information, use 
conservative assumptions to estimate ABS. 

Again, as with dermal exposure to water, 50th 
percentile body surface area (SA) values are used 
to estimate contact rates. These values are used 
along with average body weight because of the 
strong correlation between surface area and body 
weight. Contact rates may vary with time of year 
and may be greater for individuals contacting soils 
in the warmer months of the year when less 
clothing is worn (and hence, more skin is available 
for contact). Adherence factors (AF) are available 
for few soil types and body parts. The literature 
should be reviewed to derive AF values for other 
soil types and other body parts. Exposure 
frequency (EF) is generally determined using site
specific information and pro(essional judgment. 
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EXHIBIT 6-14 

RESIDENTIAL EXPOSURE: 
a 

INGESTION OF CHEMICALS IN SOIL 

Equation: 

\Vhere: 

cs = 
IR = 
CF = 
FI = 
EF = 
ED = 
BW = 
AT = 

Intake (mg!kg-iiay) = CS x lR x CF x FI x EF x ED 
BWxAT 

Chemical Concentration in Soil (mg!kg) 
Ingestion Rate (mg soil/day) 
Conversion Factor (10·• kg/mg) 
Fraction Ingested from Contaminated Source (unitless) 
Exposure Frequency (days/years) 
Exposure Duration (years) 
Body Weight (kg) 
Averaging Time (period over which exposure is averaged -days) 

Variable Values: 

CS: Site-specific measured value 

IR: 200 mg/day (children, 1 through 6 years old; EPA 1989g) 
100 mg/day (age groups greater than 6 years old; EPA 1989g) 

NOTE: IR values are default values and could change based 
on site-specific or other information. Research is currently ongoing 
to better define ingestion rates. IR values do not apply to indh·iduals 
with abnormally high soil ingestion rates (i.e., pica). 

CF: 10 -e kglmg 

FI: Pathway-specific value (should consider contaminant location and 
population activity patterns) 

EF: 365 days/year 

ED: 70 years (lifetime; by convention) 
30 years (national upper-bound time (90th percentile) at one 

residence; EPA 1989d) 
9 years (national median time (50th percentile) at one residence; 

EPA 1989d) 

BW: 70 kg (adult, average; EPA 1989d) 
16 kg {children 1 through 6 years old, 50th percentile; EPA 1985a) 

AT: Pathway-specific period of exposure for noncarcinogenic effects 
(i.e., ED x 365 days/year), and 70 year lifetime for carcinogenic effects 
(i.e., 70 years x 365 days/year). 

a See Section 6.4.1 and 6.6.2 for a discussion of which variable values should be used to calculate 
the reasonable maximum exposure. In general, use 95th or 90th percentile values for contact rate 
and exposure frequency and duration variables. 



EXHIBIT 6-15 

RESIDENTIAL EXPOSURE: 
DERMAL CONTACT WITH CHEMICALS IN SOIL a 

Equation: 

Where: 

cs ::: 
CF = 
SA = 
AF = 
ABS= 
EF = 
ED = 
BW = 
AT = 

Absorbed Dose (mg/kg-day) = CS x CF x SA x AF x ABS x EF x ED 
BWxAT 

Chemical Concentration in Soil (rng/kg) 
Conversion Factor (10 -a kg/mg) 
Skin Surface Area Available for Contact (cm2/event) 
Soil to Skin Adherence Factor (mg!cm2 ) 

Absorption Factor (unitless) 
Exposure Frequency (events/year) 
Exposure Duration (years) 
Body Weight (kg) 
Averaging Time (period over which exposure is averaged- days) 

Variable Values: 

CS: Based on site-specific measured value 

CF: 10 -• kg!mg 

SA: 

50th Percentile Total Body Surface t\rea Cm 2) CEPA 1989d. 1985al 

AGE <YBS) MALE EEMA.LE 

3 < 6 0.718 0.711 
6 < 9 0.931 0.919 
9 < 12 1.16 1.16 
12 < 15 1A9 1.48 
15 < 18 LiS 1.60 
Adult 1.94 1.69 

50th Percentile Body Part-specific Surface Areas for Males Cm 2 } CEPA 1989d. 1985a) 

AGE <YRS) ARMS HANDS LEGS 
3 < 4 0.096 0.040 0.18 
6 < 7 0.11 0.041 0.24 
9 < 10 0.13 0.057 0.31 
Adult 0.23 0.082 0.55 

NOTE: Values for children were calculo.ted using age-specific body surface areas and the average percentage 
of total body surface area represented by particular body parts in children, presented in EPA 1985a. 
Values for adW.ts presented in EPA 1989d or calculated from information presented in EPA 1985a. 

a See Section 6.4.1 and 6.6.2 for a discussion of"M>hich van'able values should be used to calculate the reason
able nuz:dmum uposure. In general, combine 95th or 90th percentile values for contact rate and exposure 
frequency variables. Use 50th percentile values for SA; see text for rationale. 

(continued) 
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EXHIBIT 6-15 (continued) 

RESIDENTIAL EXPOSURE: 
DERMAL CONTACT WITH CHEMICALS IN SOILa 

NOTE (continued): Information on surface area of other body parts (e.g., head, feet) and for femok 
children and aduiJ.s also is presenUd in EPA 1985a, 1989d. Differmce.r in body part surface 
area.r between sexes is negligible. 

AF: 1.45 mg!cm2 - commercial potting soil (for hands; EPA 1989d, EPA 
1988b) 

2.77 mg!cm2 - kaolin clay (for hands; EPA 1989d, EPA 1988b) 

ABS: Chemical-specific value (this value accounts for desorption of 
chemical from the soil matrix and absorption of chemical across 
the skin; generally, infonnation to support a detennination of ABS is 
limited - see text) 

EF: Pathway-specific value (should consider local weather conditions 
[e.g.,number of rain, snow and frost-free days] and age of potentially 
exposed population) 

ED: 70 years (lifetime; by convention) 
30 years (national upper-bound time (90th percentile) at one residence; 

EPA 1989d) 
9 years (national median time (50th percentile) at one residence; 

EPA 1989d) 

BW: 70 kg (adult, average; EPA 1989d) 
Age-specific values (EPA 198Sa, 1989d) 

AT: Pathway-specific period of exposure for noncarcinogenic effects 
(i.e., ED :x 365 days/year), and 70 year lifetime for carcinogenic effects 
(i.e., 70 years x 365 days/year). 

a See Section 6.4.1 and 6.6.2 for a discussion of which variable vaJue.r should be used to calculate the 
reasonable maximum exposure. In generaL, combine 95th or 90th percentile vaLues for contact rate 
and exposure frequency and duration variables. 



"Best guess" values for children potentially useful 
in risk assessments are 3 times/week for fall and 
spring days (>32°F) and 5 times;\veek for summer 
days when children are not attending school. As 
discussed previously, in some cases, concentrations 
in indoor dust could be equal to that in outdoor 
environments. Therefore, at some sites, EF could 
be 365 days/year. Worker and recreational user 
contact rates are dependent on the type of activity 
at the site. Exposure duration (ED) and exposure 
frequency (EF) may be lower for workers and 
recreational users. 

For dermal contact with sediment or dust, 
use the same equation as that for dermal contact 
with soil. As default values, also use the variable 
values given for dermal contact with soil unless 
more pathway-specific values can be found in the 
open literature. Adherence factors for some 
sediments (particularly sandy sediments) are likely 
to be much less than for soils because contact 
with water may wash the sediment off the skin. 
Exposure frequency for sediments also is probably 
lower than that for soils at many sites. 

6.6.3 CALCUlATE AIR Jl'lciAKES 

Individuals may be exposed to chemicals of 
potential concern in air by inhalation of chemicals 
in the vapor phase or adsorbed to particulates. 
Dermal absorption of vapor phase chemicals is 
considered to be lower than inhalation intakes in 
many instances and generally is not considered in 
Superfund exposure assessments. 

As with other pathways, the inhalation 
intakes are expressed in units of mg;kg-day. The 
combination of inhalation intakes v.ith inhalation 
RIDs (expressed in concentration units of mg/m3) 

will be discussed in Chapters 7 and 8. 

Inhalation of vapor-phase chemicals. 
Calculate intakes from inhalation of vapor phase 
chemicals using the equation and variable values 
presented in Exhibit 6-16. Consider variations 
with land use. Exposure time (ET) will generally 
be less for workers and recreational users. For 
exposure times less than 24 hours per day, an 
hourly inhalation rate (IR) based on activity, age, 
and sex should be used instead of the daily IR 
values. Exposure duration (ED) may also be less 
for workers and recreational users. 
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Inhalation of particulate phase chemicals. 
Calculate intakes from inhalation of particulate 
phase chemicals by modifying the equations and 
variable values presented in Exhibit 6-16 for 
vapor-phase exposures. Derive inhalation 
estimates using the paniculate concentration in 
air, the fraction of the particulate that is 
respirable (i.e., particles 10 urn or less in size) 
and the concentration of the chemical in the 
respirable fraction. Note that it may be necessary 
to adjust intakes of particulate phase chemicals if 
they are to be combined with toxicity values that 
are based en exposure to the chemical in the 
vapor phase. This adjustment is done in the risk 
characterization step. 

6.6.4 CALCUlATE FOOD INTAKES 

Individuals may be exposed by ingestion of 
chemicals of potential concern that have 
accumulated in food. The primary food items of 
concern are: 

(1) fish and shellfish; 

(2) vegetables and other produce; and 

(3) meat, eggs, and dairy products (domestic 
and game species). 

Ingestion of fish and shellfish. Calculate 
intakes from ingestion of fish and shellfish using 
the equation and variable values given in Exhibit 
6-17. Exposure will depend in part on the 
availability of suitable fishing areas. The chemic:J.l 
concentration in fish or shellfish (CF) should be 
the concentration in the edible tissues (when 
available). The edible tissues will vary with 
aquatic species and with population eating habits. 
Residents near major commercial or recreational 
fisheries or shell fisheries are likely to ingest 
larger quantities of locally caught fish and shellfish 
than inland residents. In most instances, workers 
are not likely to be exposed via this pathway, 
although at some sites this may be possible. 

Ingestion of vegetables or other produce. 
Calculate intakes from ingestion of contaminated 
vegetables or other produce using the equation 
and variable values given in Exhibit 6-18. This 
pathway will be most significant for farmers and 
for rural and urban residents consuming 
homegrown fruits and vegetables. For 
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EXHIBIT 6-16 

RESIDENTIAL EXPOSURE: 
INHALATION OF AIRBORNE (VAPOR PHASE) CHEMICALS a b 

Equation: 

Where: 

CA = 
IR = 
ET = 
EF = 
ED = 
BW = 
AT = 

Intake (mg!kg-day) = CA x IR x ET x EF x ED 
BWxAT 

Contaminant Concentration in Air (mglm3 ) 

Inhalation Rate (m3/hour) 
Exposure Time (hours/day) 
Exposure Frequency (days/ye.ar) 
Exposure Duration (years) 
Body Weight (kg) 
Averaging Time (period over which exposure is averaged - days) 

Variable Values: 

CA: Site-specific measured or modeled value 

IR: 30m3/day (adult, suggested upper bound value; EPA l989d) 
20 m'/day (adult, average; EPA 1989d) 
Hourly rates (EPA 1989d) 
Age-specific values (EPA 1985a) 
Age, sex, and activity based values (EPA 1985a) 
0.6 m3/hr- showering (all age groups; EPA 1989d) 

ET: Pathway-specific values (dependent on duration of exposure-related 
activities) 

12 minutes- showering (90th percentile; EPA l989d) 
7 minutes- showering (50th percentile; EPA 1989d) 

EF: Pathway-specific value (dependent on frequency of showering or other 
exposure-related activities) 

ED: 70 years (lifetime; by convention) 
30 years (national upper-bound time (90th percentile) at one residence; 

EPA 1989d) 
9 years (national median time (50th percentile) at one residence; 

EPA 1989d) 

BW: 70 kg (adult, average; EPA 1989d) 
Age-specific values (EPA 1985a, 1989d) 

AT: Pathway-specific period of exposure for noncarcinogenic effects 
(i.e., ED x 365 days/year), and 70 year lifetime for carcinogenic effects 
(i.e., 70 years x 365 days/year). 

a See Section 6.4.1 and 6.6.3 for a discussion of which variabli! values should be used to calculme the 
reasonabk maximum exposure. In general, use 95th or 90th percentik values for contact rate and 
exposure frequency and duration variables. 

b The equation and variabk values for vapor phase exposure can be used with modification to calculme 
particulate exposure. See tat. 



EXHIBIT 6-17 

RESIDENTIAL EXPOSURE: FOOD PATffiVAY -
INGESTION OF CONTAMINATED FISH AND SHELLFISHa 

Equation: 

\Vhere: 

CF = 
lR = 
FI = 
EF = 
ED = 
BW = 
AT = 

Intake (mg/kg-day) = CF x IR x FI x EF x EO 
BWxAT 

Contaminant Concentration in Fish (mglkg) 
Ingestion Rate (kg/meal) 
Fraction Ingested from Contaminated Source (unitless) 
Exposure Frequency (meals/year) 
Exposure Duration (years) 
Body Weight (kg) 
Averaging Time (period o~·er which exposure is averaged- days) 

Variable Values: 

CF: Site-specific measured or modeled value 

IR: 0.284 kg/meal (95th percentile for fin fish; Pao et aL 1982) 
0.113 kg/meal (50th percentile for fin fish; Pao et al. 1982) 

132 g/day (95th percentile daily intakes averaged o~·er three days 
for consumers of fin fish; Pao et al. 1982) 

38 g/day (50th percentile daily intake, averaged over three days 
for consumers of fin fish; Pao et al. 1982) 

6.5 g/day (daily intake averaged over a year, EPA 1989d. 
NOTE: Daily intake values should be used in conjunction with 
an exposure frequency of 365 days/year.) 

Specific values for age, sex, race, region and fish species are 
aYaHable (EPA 1989d, 1989h) 

Fl: Pathway-specific value (should consider local usage patterns) 

EF: Pathway-specific Yalue (should consider local population patterns 
if infonnation is available) 

48 days/year (average per capita for fish and shellfish; EPA Tolerance 
Assessment System in EPA 1989h) 

ED: 70 years (lifetime; by convention) 
30 years (national upper-bound time (90th percentile) at one residence; 

EPA 1989d) 
9 years (national median time (50th percentile) at one residence; 

EPA 1989d) 

BW: 70 kg (adult, average; EPA 1989d) 
Age-specific values (EPA 1985a, 1989d) 

AT: Pathway-specific period of exposure for noncarcinogenic effects 
(i.e., ED x 365 days/year), and 70 year lifetime for carcinogenic effects 
(i.e., 70 years x 365 days/year). 

0 See Section 6.4.1 and 6.6.4 for a discussion of which variabu values should be used to calculatt th• 
nasonable ma:dmwn exposure. In general, use 95th or 90th percentile values for intalu rat1 and 
aposure frequency and duration variables. 
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EXHIBIT 6-18 

RESIDENTIAL EXPOSURE: FOOD PATffiVAY -
INGESTION OF CONTAtviiNATED FRUITS AND VEGETABLES a 

Equation: 

Where: 

CF 
IR 
FI 
EF 
ED 
BW 
AT 

= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

Intake (mgikg-day) = CF x TR x FT x EF x ED 
BWxAT 

Contaminant Concentration in Food (mgJkg) 
Ingestion Rate (kgimeal) 
fraction Ingested from Contaminated Source (unitless) 
Exposure Frequency (meals/year) 
Exposure Duration (years) 
Body Weight (kg) 
Averaging Time (period over which exposure is averaged - days) 

Variable Values: 

CF: Site-specific measured value or modeled value based on soil 
concentration and plant:soil accumulation factor or deposition factors 

IR: Specific values for a wide variety of fruits and vegetables are available 
(Pao et al. 1982) 

FI: Pathway-specific value (should consider location and size of 
contaminated area relative to that of residential areas, as well as 
anticipated usage patterns) 

EF: Pathway-specific value (should consider anticipated usage patterns) 

ED: 70 years (lifetime; by con.-ention) 
30 years (national upper-bound time (90th percentile) at one residence: 

EPA 1989d) 
9 years (national median time (50th percentile) at one residence: 

EPA 1989d) 

BW: 70 kg (adult, average; EPA 1989d) 
Age-specific values (EPA 1985a, 1989d) 

AT: Pathway-specific period of exposure for noncarcinogenic effects 
(i.e., ED x 365 days/year), and 70 year lifetime for carcinogenic effects 
(i.e., 70 years x 365 days/year). 

a See Section 6.4.1 and 6.6.4 for a discussion of which variable values should be used to calculate the 
reasonable maximum exposure. In general, use 95th or 90th percentile values for contact rate and 
exposure frequency and duration van'ables. 



contaminated backyard gardens, the fraction of 
food ingested that is contaminated (Fl) can be 
estimated using information on the fraction of 
fruits or vegetables consumed daily that is home 
grown (HF). EPA (1989d) provides HF values for 
fruit (0.20, average; 0.30 worst-case) and 
vegetables (0.25, average; 0.40, worst-case). 
(Worst-case values can be used as estimates of the 
95th percentile value.) Pao et al. (1982) provides 
specific values for a variety of fruits and 
vegetables. 

Workers are not likely to be exposed via this 
pathway. Recreational users could be exposed 
from consuming wild fruits or vegetables from the 
site, although such exposures are likely to be 
negligible. 

Ingestion of meat, eggs, and dairy products. 
calculate intakes from ingestion of contaminated 
meat and dairy products using the equation and 
variable values given in Exhibit 6-19. Derive 
pathway-specific values as necessary. Rural 
residents may consume poultry as well as livestock 
and wild game that have been exposed to 
contaminants at the site. The fraction of food 
ingested daily that is contaminated (FI) can be 
estimated for beef and dairy products using 
information provided in EPA (1989d) on the 
fraction of these foods that is homegrown (HF). 
HF for beef is estimated to be 0.44 (average) and 
0.75 (worst-case). HF for dairy products is 
estimated to be 0.40 (average) and 0.75 (worst
case). (Worst-case values can be used as estimates 
of the 95th percentile value.) Consider land-use 
variations. Workers are not likely to be exposed 
via this pathway. Exposure duration (ED) and 
exposure frequency (EF) will likely be less for 
recreational users (e.g., hunters). 

6.7 COMBINING CHEMICAL 
INTAKES ACROSS 
PATHWAYS 

As discussed previously, the RME at a site 
reflects the RME for a pathway as well as the 
RME across pathways. A given population may 
be exposed to a chemical from several exposure 
routes. For example, residents may be exposed to 
chemicals in ground water via ingestion of 
drinking water and via inhalation of chemicals that 
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have volatilized from ground water during its use. 
They also could be exposed to chemicals in vapors 
or dust that have migrated from the site. To 
calculate an exposure that is a reasonable 
maximum across pathways, it may be necessary to 
combine the RME for one pathway v.ith an 
estimate of more typical exposure for another 
pathway (see Section 8.3.1). The average variable 
values identified in the previous sections can be 
used to calculate intakes for these more typical 
exposures. At this point in the assessment, 
estimated intakes are not summed across 
pathways; this is addressed in the risk 
characterization chapter. However, the assessor 
should organize the results of the previous 
exposure analyses (including any estimates of 
typical exposure) by grouping all applicable 
exposure pathway for each exposed population. 
This organization will allow risks from appropriate 
exposures to be combined in the risk 
characterization chapter (see Exhibit 6-22 for a 
sample summary format). 

6.8 EVALUATING 
UNCERTAINTY 

The discussion of uncertainty is a very 
important component of the exposure assessment. 
Based on the sources and degree of uncertainty 
associated with estimates of exposure, the 
decision-maker will evaluate whether the exposure 
estimates are the maximum exposures that can be 
reasonably expected to occur. Section 8.4 provides 
a discussion of how the exposure uncertainty 
analysis is incorporated into the uncertainty 
analysis for the entire risk assessment. 

The discussion of uncertainty in the exposure 
assessment chapter should be separated into two 
parts. The first part is a tabular summary of the 
values used to estimate exposure and the range of 
these values. The table should include the 
variables that appear in the exposure equation as 
well as those used to estimate exposure 
concentrations (e.g., model variables). A simple 
example of this table is shown in Exhibit 6-20. 
For each variable, the table should include the 
range of possible values, the midpoint of the 
range (useful values for this part are given in 
Exhibits 6-11 through 6-19), and the value used to 
estimate exposure. In addition, a brief description 
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EXHIBIT 6-19 

RESIDENTIAL EXPOSURE: FOOD PATHWAY-
INGESTION OF CONTAMINATED MEAT, EGGS, 

AND DAIRY PRODUCTS a 

Equation: 

Where: 

CF 
IR 
FJ 
EF 
ED 
BW 
AT 

= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

Intake (mg!kg~ay) = CF x JR x FI x EF x ED 
BWxAT 

Contaminant Concentration in Food (mg!kg) 
Ingestion Rate (kg/meal) 
Fraction Ingested from Contaminated Source (unitless) 
Exposure Frequency (meals/year) 
Exposure Duration (years) 
Body Weight (kg) 
Averaging Time (period over which exposure is averaged - days) 

Variable Values: 

CF: Site-specific measured or modeled value. Based on soil 
concentrations, plant (feed) accumulation factors, and feed-to-meat 
or feed-to~airy product transfer coefficients 

IR: 0.28 kg/meal - beef (95th percentile; Pao et a1. 1982) 
0.112 kg/meal -beef (50th percentile; Pao et a1. 1982) 
Specific values for other meats are available (Pao et al. 1982) 

0.150 kg/meal :...._eggs (95th percentile; Pao et a1. 1982) 
0.064 kg/meal - eggs (50th percentile; Pao et a1. 1982) 

Specific values for milk, cheese and other dairy products are available 
(Pao et a1. 1982) 

FI: Pathway-specific value (should consider location and size of contaminated 
area relati~·e to that of residential areas, as well as anticipated usage 
patterns) 

EF: Pathway-specific value (should consider anticipated usage patterns) 

ED: 70 years (lifetime; by convention) 
30 years (national upper-bound time (90th percentile) at one residence; 

EPA 1989d) 
9 years (national median time (50th percentile) at one residence; 

EPA1989d) 

BW: 70 kg (adult, average; EPA 1989d) 
Age-specific values (EPA 1985a, 1989d) 

AT: Pathway-specific period of exposure for noncarcinogenic effects 
(i.e., ED x 365 days/year), and 70 year lifetime for carcinogenic effects 
(i.e., 70 years x 365 days/year). 

a See Section 6.4.1 and 6.6.4 for a discussion of which variable values should be used to calculate 
tJu ruuonabk maximum exposure. In general, use 95th or 90th percentile values for contact rate 
and e;rpo:rure frequency and duration. 
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EXHIBIT 6-20 

EXMIPLE OF TABLE FORMAT FOR SUNINIARIZING 
VALUES USED TO ESTI1\1ATE EXPOSURE 

Variable Range Midpoint Value Used Brief Rationale 

PCB concentration ~D- 3,500 250 
in soil (mg/kg) (arithmetic mean) 

Chronic exposure 1,400 95th percentile upperbound 
(mg/kg) estimate of mean concentration 

Acute exposure 3,500 :Vfa.ximum detected concentration 
(mg/kg) 

Adult soil ingestion 0- 170 17 100 Range based on assumptions 
rate (mg/d) (arithmetic mean) regarding soil adherence and 

percent ingestion. Value used 
is from EPA 1989g. 

Exposure frequenc:," 1 - 7 3 5 Best professional judgmenL 
(days/wk) 

Exposure duration 1-20 10 20 Best professional judgmenL 
(years) 
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of the selection rationale should be included. The 
discussion that accompanies the table in the 
exposure assessment chapter should identify which 
variables have the greatest range and provide 
additional justification for the use of values that 
may be less certain. 

The second part of the uncertainty discussion 
is to summarize the major assumptions of the 
exposure assessment, to discuss the uncertainty 
associated with each, and to describe how this 
uncertainty is expected to affect the estimate of 
exposure. Sources of uncertainty that should be 
addressed include 1) the monitoring data, which 
may or may not be representative of actual 
conditions at the site; 2) the exposure models, 
assumptions and input variables used to estimate 
exposure concentrations; and 3) the values of the 
intake variables used to calculate intakes. Each 
of these sources should be discussed in the 
summary section of the exposure assessment. A 
table may be useful in summarizing this 
information. Exhibit 6-21 presents a sample 
format. 

A supplemental approach to uncertainty 
analysis is to use analytical methods (e.g., first
order uncertainty analysis) or numerical methods 
(e.g., Monte Carlo analysis). These methods and 

their limitations are described in greater detail in 
Section 8.4 It is recommended that these analyses 
be used only after approval of the EPA project 
manager, and then, only as a part of the 
uncertainty analysis (and not as a basis for the 
reasonable maximum exposure). 

6.9 SUMMARIZING AND 
PRESENTING THE EXPOSlJRE 
ASSESSi\tiENT RESULTS 

At this point, the exposure assessor should 
summarize the results of the exposure assessment. 
The summary information should be presented in 
table format and should list the estimated 
chemical-specific intakes for each pathway. The 
pathways should be grouped by population so that 
risks can be combined across pathways as 
appropriate. The summary information should be 
further grouped by current and future use 
categories. Within these categories, subchronic 
and chronic daily intakes should be summarized 
separately. Exhibit 6-22 presents a sample format 
for this summary information. In addition to the 
summary table, provide sample calculations for 
each pathway, to aid in the review of the 
calculations. 



EXHIBIT 6-21 

EXAMPLE OF AN UNCERTAINTY TABLE FOR 
EXPOSURE ASSESSl\1ENT 

EFFECT ON EXPOSURE « 

ASSUMPTION 

Environmental Sampling and Analysis 
Sufficient samples may not have 
been taken to characterize the media 
being evaluated, especially with 
respect to currently available soil data. 

Systematic or random errors in the 
chemical analyses may yield erroneous 
data. 

Fate and Transoort Modeling 

Potential 
Magnitude 
for Over-
Estimation 
of Exposure 

Chemicals in fish will be at Low 
equilibrium with chemical 
concentrations in water. 

Potential 
Potential Magnitude 
Magnitude for 0\·er-
for Under- or Under 
Estimation Estimation 
of Exposure of Exposure 

Moderate 

Low 

Use of a Gaussian dispersion model Low 
to estimate air concentrations offsite. 

Use of a box model to estimate Low 
air concentrations onsite. 

Use of Cowherd's model to estimate Moderate 
vehicle emission factors. 

Exposure Parameter Estimation 
The standard assumptions regarding Moderate 
body weight, period exposed, life 
expectancy, population characteristics, 
and lifestyle may not be representative 
of any actual exposure situation. 

The amount of media intake is assumed Moderate 
to be constant and representative 
of the exposed population. 

Assumption of daily lifetime 
exposure for residents. 

Use of "hot spot" soil data for 
upper-bound lifetime exposure 

Moderate to 
High 

Moderate to 
High 

a As a general guilkh"ne, assumptions mark£d as "low", may affect estimates of exposure by kss than one 
onkr of magnitwk; assumptions marlu!d "moderau" may affect estimates of exposure by between one and 
two onkrs of magnitude; arui assumptions marked "high" may affect estimates of exposure by more than 
two onkrs of magnitwk. 
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EXHIBIT 6-22 

EXAMPLE OF TABLE FORMAT FOR SUMMARIZING 
THE RESULTS OF THE EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT

CURRENT LAND USE a 

Population Exposure Pathway Chemical Chronic Dailv Intake (CDI) fmglkg-dav) 

Residents Ingestion of ground water Benzene 
that has migrated from Chlordane 
the site to downgradient Phenol 
local wells Cyanide 

Nitrobenzene 

Inhalation of chemicals Benzene 
that have volatilized from 
ground water during use 

Ingestion of fish Chlordane 
that have accumulated MEK 
chemicals in nearby Phenol 
lake 

Carcinogenic 
Effects 

0.00025 
0.00015 

c 
c 

c 

0.000013 

0.00008 
c 

c 

Noncarcinogenic 
Effects 

b 

0.00035 
0.1 
0.0003 
0.0001 

b 

0.00019 
0.005 
0.08 

a Similar tables slwuld be prepared for ali suhchronic daily intake (SD/) estimates as well as for ali CD/ 
and SDI estimates under future land use conditions. 

b CD/ for noncarcinogenic effects not calculated for benzene because it ®es not have an EPA-venfied 
chronic reference ®se (as of the publication date of this manual). 

c CD! for carcinogenic effects not calculated for chemicals not considered by EPA to be potential hu!TU1n 
carcinogens (as of the publication date of this manual). 
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CHAPTER 7 

TOXICI'IY ASSESSMENT 

The purpose of the toxicity assessment is to 
weigh available evidence regarding the potential 
for particular contaminants to cause adverse 
effects in exposed individuals and to provide, 
where possible, an estimate of the relationship 
between the extent of exposure to a contaminant 
and the increased likelihood and/or severity of 
adverse effects. 

Toxicity assessment for contaminants found 
at Superfund sites is generally accomplished in 
two steps: hazard identification and dose-response 
assessment. These two steps were first discussed 
in the National Academy of Sciences' publication 
entitled Risk Assessment in the Federal Government 
- Managing the Process and more recently in 
EPA's Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment 
(NAS 1983, EPA 1986). The first step, hazard 
identification, is the process of determining 
whether exposure to an agent can cause an 
increase in the incidence of a particular adverse 
health effect (e.g., cancer, birth defect) and 
whether the adverse health effect is likely to occur 
in humans. Hazard identification involves 
characterizing the nature and strength of the 
evidence of causation. The second step, dose
response evaluation, is the process of 
quantitatively evaluating the toxicity information 
and characterizing the relationship between the 
dose of the contaminant administered or received 
and the incidence of adverse health effects in the 
exposed population. From this quantitative dose
response relationship, toxicity values (e.g., 
reference doses and slope factors) are derived that 
can be used to estimate the incidence or potential 
for adverse effects as a function of human 
exposure to the agent. These toxicity values are 
used in the risk characterization step to estimate 
the likelihood of adverse effects occurring in 
humans at different exposure levels. 

Toxicity assessment is an integral part of the 
overall Superfund site risk assessment. Although 

toxicity information is critical to the risk 
assessment, the amount of new toxicological 
evaluation of primary data required to complete 
this step is limited in most cases. EPA has 
performed the toxicity assessment step for 
numerous chemicals and has made available the 
resulting toxicity information and toxicity values, 
which have undergone extensive peer review. At 
some sites, however, there will be significant data 
analysis and interpretation issues that should be 
addressed by an experienced toxicologist. This 
chapter provides step-by-step guidance for locating 
EPA toxicity assessments and accompanying 
values, and advises how to determine which values 
are most appropriate when multiple values exist. 
Prior to this procedural discussion, background 

A~tablt Daily Intake i ( • .. · •.•. ·.. · . 
AIC · = Acceptable Intake .for Chronic Expc)s.ure 
AlS · = ACCeptable Intake for • SUbchronic · · .·.·.·. 

F.xposure . . • · 
CRAVE= Carcinogen RiSk.Assessment 

.Verifkation EndeavOr ·. 
ECAO ...: Environmenlal Criteria and A'SStSiiment 

Office .. 
HAD = Hearth A.SscSsmetli Document 

· HEA ...: ··Health EffCCta ~erit. •··••····• •• ··· .HEAST,. · Healtb~ts&seSsmentSummacy· 
.. Tables· •. :> .. :> •.. : . · . • ... . .· . • .• : .· . 
Health and • En'li'ronnienta!• E!lects: .· ·.· · · 

···~~~··~~ental.•ErrPJ:ts·:·········:··. P.rilfile • • · : •. .. . •• .· .. · ·• •· · • .. • .: · ··.: · 
.··IRIS = futegrated Risk !llformatiori System 

LOAEV = Lo\Vest~Observed~Adverse-Effect-Level 
NOAEL "" No-0bsCMd~Mvene·EffeCt-Levd 

NOEL c NO.:Obsetved~Effeei.:tevel < . · ·· . · ·• 
.···•·. RID zo •• 1\eCerence 1)~ (wheri used without .· .. 

~:~'--~~~ 
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DEFINITIONS FOR CHAPTER 7 

Acceotable Dailv Intake (ADD. An estimate similar in concept to the RID, but derived using a less strictly defined methodology. 
RtDs have replaced ADis as the Agency's preferred values for use in.evaluating potential noncarcinogenic health effects 
resulting from exposure to a chemical. 

Acceptable intake for Chronic Exposure (AlC). An estimate similar in concept tothe RID, but derived using: a less strictly 
defined methodology. Chronic RIDs have replaced AICs aS the Agency's preferred vaJues.for use in evaluating potential 
noncarcinQgenic health ellects resulting from chronic exposure to a chemical.·. . . . . . . 

Acceptable In~~ior~ubchronic &J?osure {Als). An estimate similadl1 ~~t to the subchronic RID, but derlved using a .· 
less strictly defined methodology, .• Subeb.ronk RIDS: haVe· replaced A1Ss as the Agency's prereried values.·. !or t!Se in 
evaluating pOtential noncarcinogenic health • effects: resulting from iiubchJ-onic exposure to a chemical, · · · · · 

Chronic R~fe~n~Dose (RID}. •· An estimate (~th un=taintyspaiurlng perha~ an order of magnitllde ~~ gmltCr) of ~daily •• 
exposure level for thehuman population, includmg sensitive subpopulations, that is likely to be without an appreciable risk 
of deleterioUs effects during a lifetime.. ChrOnic RIDs are specifically developed to be protective for' long-term etpeStlre 
to a compo{md (as a SuperfUnd program gUideline,: seven yean to lifetime). · · · · 

· .. ·.· .. ·. . ' . . .· . . . 

Developmental R~ference Dose CRIDdt} .. An estimate {with uncertainty spruming pert\aps an order of magnitude or greater}· 
of an eq>OSUrelevel !oi the human population. iticluding sensitiVe subpopulations. .that is likely to be without an appreciable· 
risk of developmental effect$; ·• 'DevetopmentalRfDs are. n$ed • to eValuate tbe effects of. a single· exposure event · · · 

Dooe-respo~~. ~~iion ... ·•. 'fhe proceu of .qWlllti~~elyevaluatfng toxi(:i~ .mfOCDl4lio~ •.and charaCterizing the••. relationshiP 
between the dose o[ ·a eontamrnant • administered· or recei<ied and .!he jncidenee of adverse health #fecu in the eXposed 

··popUlation; •···.·· Frolll the. quamu&tive dose~response relatiomhip, tOlticity Valties .are . derived that • ire·• used ·in )he risk 
· characteriialkin step iO estiriiate the ·likelihOod Of adverse effects OCcurring in bumllll$ at different· e:tposUI'elevels. .•.• • · 

Hazard Identifi~tio~. The process of deteniil~i~ whether ~u~ t~ ~~ Zent can cause an in~e in ~e incidence of a 
particular advc= health effect (e.g.. cancer, birth ddect) and whether the advene health effect is likely to Occur in humans. 

Integrated ~~k ~toi1Dlttio~ Svstem(IRIS). An ~PA data base am taming v~J~~ RIDs and slope factors and up-t~atc health 
risk and EPA regulatory information for numerous chemicils •. ·IRIS is EP Ns preferred soun:e for toxicityillfarmation • for 
Superfun&:t ·· • •: · · · .· · · · .· ·. · · •· · .. · · . . 

Low~t-£~r..el!Le~e-Effect-l-eve~ fi:oAEL) .•• Indose.feSJX'nsc experiments, thefowest expOsure ievel at which th<:Teare 
statistic:illy ar. biologically significant. increasCS:in rrequency or severity of adv~e .effeets between .tfte .apo&ed •. populatton 
and iii appropriate control group; · · · · · · · · 

No-Obse~ed-~e-~ffect~ (~OAEL). In dose-r~ponse experilllents, an etposure level at wbicll there are no statistically 
or biologically significant inCreases fn the frequency or severity of adverse effects between the ewoscc1 population and its 
appropriate COntrol; some effects may be prodllced at this level, but they are not-COnsidered to be adverse, nor precursors 
to specific adverse effects. · In an aperi!llent with more than one NOAEL, the regulatory fOcus is- primarily on the highest 
one, leading to the common usage of the term NOAEL to mean the highest exposure level without adverse ellect .. 

No-Observed-Effeet-Level (NOEL}. • In. dose-response aperiments, an • exposure leVel ·at which there are· no Statistically or 
biologically significant increas~ in thefrequency or severity of em: effect between the eXposed papulation and its appropriate 

Rofi::~~ d;ri;i 'fh~~~' ;:,=i...,a.y.'-t~ fti<·ewJ~•ihg··~-~~d,~ =dting r<Om . ._um 
at Supe.rfund sites;•.see specific .entries for chronic RID, subchronic RID, and developmental RID .... The acronym RID, 
when .used. wjthout other modifiers, either refers genenc:illy to all types of RIDs or $pecificatry to chronic RIDs;. it ne-ver 
refer$ speciflCaW to subchronic oi develOpmental RIDs. . . . . . . . . . . 
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.. DEFINITIONS FOR CHAPTER 7 
· (continued} 

Slope Factor. A plausible upper-bound estimate of the probability of a response per unit intake of a chemical over a lifetime. 
.· The slope factor is used to estimate aD upper-bouUd probability of an individual developing can= as a result of a lifetime 

o( elpOSUt'C to a particular level. of a potential carcioogen. 
. . . ·'' . .·.· . ,, ' .. ::- ·:.·: · .. 

Sutx:h.roni<:·Refere~ Dose (RtD1). Ali estUna~ (with uncerwlty spanning perhaps an order of magnitude or greater) of a 
.· daily exposure tevel for !be human populatiOn, includin3 scnsitivuubp0pula1Ions, that is likely to be without an appreciabfe 
• risk of deleterious et!~ during a portion or a Jitetimc. (as a Superfund program guideline. two weeks to seven yean). 

T~city Value. A numerical ~ of ~ Substance'& d~~~ ~Iatiotutrlp that is used in rislc assessments. The moot 
· common !Oldcity values usedinSUpetfund program risk ~enis are reference dooes (for noncarcinogenic effects) and 

•lopelactors (for carcinogenic effect$). ·. · · · · 
. . . . .. . . . 

Weight:Of-E~enre Qassification.. AD. EPA. classification system for .characterizing the: alent to which the available data indicate 

that an agent is a human carcinogc:ri~ Re<:ently; EPA haS developed weigbt-of-evidc:nce classification systems for some other 
kinds of toxic effects, such as developmental c:!Ic:cts~ 

information regarding EPA's methods for toxicity 
assessment is provided to assist the risk assessor 
in understanding the basis of the toxicity values 
and the limitations of their use. The steps of the 
toxicity assessment are illustrated in Exhibit 7-1. 

Derivation and interpretation of toxicity 
values requires toxicological expertise and should 
not be undertaken by those without training and 
experience. Detailed guidance for deriving toxicity 
values is beyond the scope of this documenL For 
those persons interested in obtaining additional 
information about EPA's methods for toxicity 
assessment, references to appropriate guidance 
documents are given throughout this chapter. 

7.1 TYPES OF TOXICOLOGICAL 
INFORMATION CONSIDERED 
IN TOXICITY ASSESSl\IENT 

This section summarizes information from 
several EPA documents (especially EPA 1989a, f) 
on the basic types of data used in toxicity 
assessment. As pan of the hazard identification 
step of the toxidty assessment, EPA gathers 
evidence from a variety of sources regarding the 
potential for a substance to cause adverse health 
effects (carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic) in 
humans. These sources may include controlled 
epidemiologic investigations, clinical studies, and 

experimental animal studies. Supporting 
information may be obtained from sources such as 
in vitro test results and comparisons of structure
activity relationships. 

7.1.1 HUMAN DATA 

Well-conducted epidemiologic studies that 
show a positive association between an agent and 
a disease are accepted as the most convincing 
evidence about human risk. At present, however, 
human data adequate to serve as the sole basis of 
a dose-response assessment are available for only 
a few chemicals. Humans are generally exposed 
in the workplace or by accident, and because these 
types of exposures are not intentional, the 
circumstances of the exposures (concentration and 
time) may not be well known. Often the 
incidence of effects is low, the number of exposed 
individuals is small, the latent period between 
exposure and disease is long, and exposures are to 
mixed and multiple substances. Exposed 
populations may be heterogeneous, varying in age, 
sex, genetic constitution, diet, occupational and 
home environment, activity patterns, and other 
cultural factors affecting susceptibility. For these 
reasons, epidemiologic data require careful 
interpretation. If adequate human studies 
(confirmed for validity and applicability) exist, 
these studies are given first priority in the dose
response assessment, and animal toxicity studies 
are used as supportive evidence. 
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EXHIBIT 7-1 

STEPS IN TOXICITY ASSESSMENT 

Step 1: Gather Toxicity lnfonnation--
Qualitative and Quantitative-
for Substances Being Evaluated 

Step 2: Identify Exposure Periods for 
Which Toxicity Values Are Necessary 

Step 3: Detennine Toxicity Values for 
Noncarcinogenic Effects 

J 

Step 4: Detennine Toxicity Values for 
Carcinogenic Effects 

Step 5: Summarize Toxicity lnfonnation 



Human studies having inadequate exposure
response information for a quantitative assessment 
are often used as supporting data. Such studies 
may establish a qualitative relationship between 
environmental exposures and the presence of an 
adverse effect in exposed human populations. For 
example, case reports of exposures resulting in 
effects similar to the types of effects observed in 
animals provide support for the conclusions drawn 
from the animal data. 

7.1.2 ANIMAL DATA 

The toxicity data base for most chemicals 
lacks sufficient information on toxic effects in 
humans. In such cases, EPA may infer the 
potential for the substance to cause an adverse 
effect in humans from toxicity info~ation drawn 
from experiments conducted on non-human 
mammals, such as the rat, mouse, rabbit, guinea 
pig, hamster, dog, or monkey. The inference that 
humans and animals (mammals) are similar, on 
average, in intrinsic susceptibility to toxic 
chemicals and that data from animals can in many 
cases be used as a surrogate for data from humans 
is the basic premise of modern toxicology. This 
concept is particularly important in the regulation 
of toxic chemicals. There are occasions, however, 
in which observations in animals may be of 
uncertain relevance to humans. EPA considers 
the likelihood that the agent will have adverse 
effects in humans to increase as similar results are 
observed across sexes, strains, species, and routes 
of exposure in animal studies. 

7.1.3 SUPPORTING DATA 

Several other types of studies used to support 
conclusions about the likelihood of occurrence of 
adverse health effects in humans are described 
below. At the present time, EPA considers all of 
these types of data to be supportive, not 
definitive, in assessing the potential for adverse 
health effects in humans. 

Metabolic and other pharmacokinetic studies 
may be used to provide insights into the 
mechanism of action of a particular compound. 
By comparing the metabolism of a compound 
exhibiting a toxic effect in an animal with the 
corresponding metabolism in humans, evidence for 
the potential of the compound to have toxic 
effects in humans may be obtained. 
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Studies using cell cultures or microorganisms 
may be used to provide insights into a compound's 
potential for biological activity. For example, tests 
for point mutations, numerical and structural 
chromosome aberrations, DNA damage/repair, and 
cell transformation may provide supportive 
evidence of carcinogenicity and may give 
information on potential mechanisms of 
carcinogenicity. It should be noted, however, that 
lack of positive results in short-term tests for 
genotoxicity is not considered a basis for 
discounting positive results in long-term 
carcinogenicity studies in animals. 

Structure-activity studies (i.e., predictions of 
toxicologic activity based on analysis of chemical 
structure) are another potential source of 
supporting data. Under certain circumstances, the 
known activity of one compound may be used to 
estimate the activity of another structurally related 
compound for which specific data are lacking. 

7.2 TOXICITY ASSESSMENT FOR 
NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS 

This section summarizes how the types of 
toxicity information presented in Section 7.1 are 
considered in the toxicity assessment for 
noncarcinogenic effects. A reference dose, or 
RID, is the toxicity value used most often in 
evaluating noncarcinogenic effects resulting from 
exposures at Superfund sites. Additionally, One
day or Ten-day Health Advisories (HAs) may be 
used to evaluate short-term oral exposures. The 
methods EPA uses for developing RIDs and P.As 
are described below. Various types of RIDs are 
available depending on the exposure route (oral 
or inhalation), the critical effect (developmental 
or other), and the length of exposure being 
evaluated (chronic, subchronic, or single event). 
This section is intended to be a summary 
description only; for additional details, refer to the 
appropriate guidelines and other sources listed as 
references for this chapter (especially EPA 1986b, 
EPA 1989b-f). 

A chronic RfD is defined as an estimate 
(with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of 
magnitude or greater) of a daily exposure level for 
the human population, including sens1t1ve 
subpopulations, that is likely to be without an 
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appreciable risk of deleterious effects during a 
lifetime. Chronic RIDs are specifically developed 
to be protective for long-term exposure to a 
compound. As a guideline for Superfund program 
risk assessments, chronic RIDs generally should be 
used to evaluate the potential noncarcinogenic 
effects associated with exposure periods between 
7 years (approximately 10 percent of a human 
lifetime) and a lifetime. Many chronic RIDs have 
been reviewed and verified by an intra-Agency 
RID Workgroup and entered into the Agency's 
Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS). 

. . 

FORMER TERMINOLOGY 

Prior to the development of runs,. nonc3tcinogenic 
effects of chronie c:ltposUres were evaluated using values 
called acceptable daily· intakes ·CADis). or :aCceptable 
intakes for dlronic gposure {AlC$) .. •. W1u1e AD Is ,and 

AIC! are similadn c:oncep~ to RfDs,o RID$ have been 
derived uW!g a more strictly defined methodolOgy And 
represent.· the · ~eys preferred toidcit)' . values· 
Furthermore,. many cbronic. RID' bave been revie'WI:d 
and verified by an iJnra.:i\gency R1D Woikgroup; tbese 
verilled RfiX ~resent an Agency OOnsetlSU$ and are 
preferri:d oVerothef :R!DS tbat have not 'undergone such 
review (see Section .7.2.7, Verification o! RIDs). 
Similarly •. acceptable intakes· for wbcbronic exposures 
(A!Ss) -fulve. been·•'supc:rseded by the .more strictly 
defined ilubdu'Oiilc RID Vlilues; .• nrererore, the former 
. terminology (ADJ. AI C. AIS) should no longer be used 

.. in Supert'nll(f_ p~ risk assessments.. • · 

More recently, EPA has begun developing 
subchronic RIDs (RIDs:'?), which are useful for 
characterizing potential noncarcinogenic effects 
associated with shorter-term exposures, and 
developmental RIDs (RfD4tS). which are useful 
specifically for assessing potential developmental 
effects resulting from exposure to a compound. 
As a guideline for Superfund program risk 
assessments, subchronic RIDs should be used to 
evaluate the potential noncarcinogenic effects of 
exposure periods between two weeks and seven 
years. Such short-term exposures can result when 
a particular activity is performed for a limited 
number of years or when a chemical with a short 
half-life degrades to negligible concentrations 
within several months. Developmental RfDs are 
used to evaluate the potential effects on a 
developing organism following a single exposure 
event. 

7.2.1 CONCEPT OF THRESHOLD 

For many noncarcinogenic effects, protective 
mechanisms are believed to exist that must be 
overcome before an adverse effect is manifested. 
For example, where a large number of cells 
perform the same or similar function, the cell 
population may have to be significantly depleted 
before an effect is seen. As a result, a range of 
exposures exists from zero to some finite value 
that can be tolerated by the organism with 
essentially no chance of expression of adverse 
effects. In developing a toxicity value for 
evaluating noncarcinogenic effects (i.e., an RID), 
the approach is to identify the upper bound of 
this tolerance range (i.e., the maximum 
subthreshold level). Because variability exists in 
the human population, attempts are made to 
identify a subthreshold level protective of sensitive 
individuals in the population. For most chemicals, 
this level can only be estimated; the RID 
incorporates uncertainty factors indicating the 
degree or extrapolation used to derive the 
estimated value. RID summaries in IRIS also 
contain a statement expressing the overall 
confidence that the evaluators have in the RID 
(high, medium, or low). The RID is generally 
considered to have uncertainty spanning an order 
of magnitude or more, and therefore the RID 
should not be viewed as a strict scientific 
demarcation between what level is toxic and 
nontoxic. 

7.2.2 DERIVATION OF AN ORAL RID (RID0 ) 

Identifying the critical study and determining 
the NOAEL In the development of oral RIDs, all 
available studies examining the toxicity of a 
chemical following exposure by the oral route are 
gathered and judged for scientific merit. 
Occasionally, studies based on other exposure 
routes (e.g., inhalation) are considered, and the 
data are adjusted for application to the oral route. 
Any differences between studies are reconciled and 
an overall evaluation is reached. If adequate 
human data are available, this information is used 
as the basis of the RID. Otherwise, animal study 
data are used; in these cases, a series of 
professional judgments are made that involve, 
among other considerations, an assessment of the 
relevance and scientific quality of the experimental 
studies. If data from several animal studies are 
being evaluated, EPA first seeks to identify the 



animal model that is most relevant to humans 
based on a defensible biological rationale, for 
instance, using comparative metabolic and 
pharmacokinetic data. In the absence of a species 
that is clearly the most relevant, EPA assumes 
that humans are at least as sensitive to the 
substance as the most sensitive animal species 
tested. Therefore, as a matter of science policy, 
the study on the most sensitive species (the 
species showing a toxic effect at the lowest 
administered dose) is selected as the critical study 
for the basis of the RID. The effect characterized 
by the "lowest-observed-adverse-effect-level" 
(LOAEL) after dosimetric conversions to adjust 
for species differences is referred to as the critical 
toxic effect. 

After the critical study and toxic effect have 
been selected, EPA identifies the experimental 
exposure level representing the highest level tested 
at which no adverse effects (including the critical 
toxic effect) were demonstrated. This highest "no
observed-adverse-effect level" (NOAEL) is the key 
datum obtained from the study of the dose
response relationship. A NOAEL observed in an 
animal study in which the exposure was 
intermittent (such as five days per week) is 
adjusted to reflect continuous exposure. 

The NOAEL is selected based in part on the 
assumption that if the critical toxic effect is 
prevented, then all toxic effects are prevented. 
The NOAEL for the critical toxic effect should 
not be confused with the •no-observed-effect level" 
(NOEL). The NOEL corresponds to the exposure 
level at which no effect at all has been observed; 
frequently, effects are observed that are not 
considered to be of toxicological significance. In 
some studies, only a LOAEL rather than a 
NOAEL is available. The use of a LOAEL, 

. . . . . . .. •.. . . . . 
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however, requires the use of an additional 
uncertainty factor (see below). 

Applying uncertainty factors. The RID is 
derived from the NOAEL (or LOAEL) for the 
critical toxic effect by consistent application of 
uncertainty factors (UFs) and a modifying factor 
(MF). The uncertainty factors generally consist of 
multiples of 10 (although values less than 10 are 
sometimes used), with each factor representing a 
specific area of uncertainty inherent in the 
extrapolation from the available data. The bases 
for application of different uncertainty factors are 
explained below. 

• A UF of 10 is used to account for 
variation in the general population and 
is intended to protect sensitive 
subpopulations (e.g., elderly, children). 

• A UF of 10 is used when extrapolating 
from animals to humans. This factor is 
intended to account for the interspecies 
variability between humans and other 
mammals. 

• A UF of 10 is used when a NOAEL 
derived from a subchronic instead of a 
chronic study is used as the basis for a 
chronic RID. 

• AUF of 10 is used when a LOAEL is 
used instead of a NOAEL This factor 
is intended to account for the 
uncertainty associated with extrapolating 
from LOAELs to NOAELs. 

In addition to the UFs listed above, a modifying 
factor (MF) is applied. 

• An MF ranging from >0 to 10 is 
included to reflect a qualitative 
professional assessment of additional 
uncertainties in the critical study and in 
the entire data base for the chemical not 
explicitly addressed by the preceding 
uncertaintv factors. The default value 
for the MF is 1.1 

To calculate the RID, the appropriate NOAEL 
(or the LOAEL if a suitable NOAEL is not 
available) is divided by the product of all of the 
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applicable uncertainty factors and the modifying 
factor_ That is: 

RID = NOAEL or LOAELI(UF1 x UF2--- x 
MF) 

Oral RIDs typically are expressed as one 
significant figure in units of mglkg-day. These 
concepts are shown graphically in EPA (1989g). 
To date, most RIDs developed by EPA and 
included in the sources listed in Section 7.4 are 
based on administered doses, not absorbed doses 
(see box on page 7-10). 

7.2.3 DERNATION OF AN INHALATION 
RID (RIDJ 

The methods EPA uses in the derivation of 
inhalation RIDs are similar in concept to those 
used for oral RIDs; however, the actual analysis 
of inhalation exposures is more complex than oral 
exposures due to (1) the dynamics of the 
respiratory system and its diversity across species 
and (2) differences in the physicochemical 
properties of contaminants. Additional 
information can be found in EPA's Interim 
Methods for Development of Inhalation Reference 
Doses (EPA 1989d). 

Identifying the critical study and determining 
the NOAEL. Although in theory the identification 
of the critical study and the determination of the 
NOAEL is similar for oral and inhalation 
exposures, several important differences should be 
noted. In selecting the most appropriate study, 
EPA considers differences in respiratory anatomy 
and physiology, as well as differences in the 
physicochemical characteristics of the contaminant. 
Differences in respiratory anatomy and physiology 
may affect the pattern of contaminant deposition 
in the respiratory tract, and the clearance and 
redistribution of the agent. Consequently, the 
different species may not receive the same dose of 
the contaminant at the same locations within the 
respiratory tract even though both species were 
exposed to the same particle or gas concentration. 
Differences in the physicochemical characteristics 
of the contaminants, such as the size and shape of 
a panicle or whether the contaminant is an 
aerosol or a gas, also influence deposition, 
clearance, and redistnoution. 

In inhalation exposures, the target tissue may 
be a portion of the respiratory tract or, if the 
contaminant can be absorbed and distributed 
through the body, some extrarespiratory organ. 
Because the pattern of deposition may influence 
concentrations at the alveolar exchange boundary 
or different tissues of the lung, the toxic health 
effect observed may be more directly related to 
the pattern of deposition than to the exposure 
concentration. Consequently, EPA considers the 
deposition, clearance mechanisms, and the 
physicochemical properties of the inhaled agent in 
determining the effective dose delivered to the 
target organ. 

Doses calculated in animals are converted to 
equivalent doses in humans on the basis of 
comparative physiological considerations (e.g., 
ventilatory parameters, regional lung surface 
areas). Additionally, if the exposure period was 
discontinuous, it is adjusted to reflect continuous 
exposure. 

Applying uncertainty factors. The inhalation 
RID is derived from the NOAEL by applying 
uncertainty factors similar to those listed above 
for oral RIDs. The UF of 10 is used when 
extrapolating from animals to humans, in addition 
to calculation of the human equivalent dose, to 
account for interspecific variability in sensitivity to 
the toxicant. The resulting RID value for 
inhalation exposure is generally reported as a 
concentration in air (in mg!m3 for continuous, 24 

, hour/day exposure), although it may be reported 
as a corresponding inhaled intake (in mg(kg-day). 
A human body weight of 70 kg and an inhalation 
rate of 20 m3/day are used to convert between an 
inhaled intake expressed in units of mglkg-day and 
a concentration in air expressed in mglm3. 

7.2.4 DERNATION OF A SUllCHRONIC Rill 
CRIDs) 

The chronic RIDs described above pertain to 

lifetime or other long-term exposures and may be 
overly protective if used to evaluate the potential 
for adverse health effects resulting from 
substantially less-than-lifetime exposures. For 
such situations, EPA has begun calculating toxicity 
values specifically for subchronic exposure 
durations, using a method similar to that outlined 
above for chronic RIDs. EPA's Environmental 
Criteria and Assessment Office develops 



subchronic Rills and, although they have been 
peer-reviewed by Agency and outside reviewers, 
Rills values have not undergone verification by an 
intra-Agency workgroup (see Section 7.2.7). As 
a result, subchronic RIDs are considered interim 
rather than verified toxicity values and are not 
placed in IRIS. 

Development of subchronic reference doses 
parallels the development of chronic reference 
doses in concept; the distinction is one of 
exposure duration. Appropriate studies are 
evaluated and a subchronic NOAEL is identified. 
The RIDs is derived from the NOAEL by the 
application of UFs and MF as outlined above. 
When experimental data are available only for 
shorter exposure durations than desired, an 
additional uncertainty factor is applied. This is 
similar to the application of the uncertainty factor 
for duration differences when a chronic RID is 
estimated from subchronic animal data. On the 
other hand, if subchronic data are missing and a 
chronic oral RID derived from chronic data exists, 
the chronic oral RID is adopted as the subchronic 
oral Rill. There is no application of an 
uncertainty factor to account for differences in 
exposure duration in this instance. 

7.2.5 DERIVATION OF A DEVELOPMENTAL 
TOXICANT RID (RIDcit) 

In developing an RIDdr> evidence is gathered 
regarding the potential of a substance to cause 
adverse effects in a developing organism as a 
result of exposure prior to conception (either 
parent), during prenatal development, or 
postnatally to the time of sexual maturation. 
Adverse effects can include death, structural 
abnormality, altered growth, and functional 
deficiencies. Maternal toxicity also is considered. 
The evidence is assessed, and the substance is 
assigned a weight-of-evidence designation 
according to the scheme outlined below and 
summarized in the box in the opposite column. 
In this scheme, three levels are used to indicate 
the assessor's degree of confidence in the data: 
definitive evidence, adequate evidence, and 
inadequate evidence. The definitive and adequate 
evidence categories are subdivided as to whether 
the evidence demonstrates the occurrence or the 
absence of adverse effects. 
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WEIGHT-OF-EVIDENCE SCHEME FOR 
DEVELOPMENTAL TOXICITI' 

• · Definitive Evidence for. 

- Human Developmental Toxicity 

- No Apparent Human Developmental Toxicity 

• Adequate Evidence for. 

- Potential Human Developmental Toxicity 

- No Apparent Potential Human Developmental 
Toxicity 

• Inadequate Evidence for Determining Potential 
Human Developmental Toxicity 

__: ·. 

After the weight-of-evidence designation is 
assigned, a study is selected for the identification 
of a NOAEL. The NOAEL is converted to an 
equivalent human dose, if necessary, and divided 
by uncertainty factors similar to those used in the 
development of an oral Rill. It should be 
remembered that the RfDdt is based on a short 
duration of exposure because even a single 
exposure at a critical time (e.g., during gestation) 
may be sufficient to produce adverse 
developmental effects and that chronic exposure 
is not a prerequisite for developmental toxicity to 
be manifested. Therefore, Rilldt values are 
appropriate for evaluating single event exposures, 
which usually are not adjusted based on the 
duration of exposure. Additional information on 
the derivation of RfDdt values is available in 
EPA's Proposed Amendments to the Guidelines for 
the Health Assessment of Suspect Developmental 
Toxicants (EPA 1989e). 

7.2.6 ONE-DAY AND TEN-DAY HEALTH 
ADVISORIES 

Reference values that may be useful for 
evaluating potential adverse effects associated with 
oral exposures of shorter duration have been 
developed by the Office of Drinking Water. 
These values are known as One-day and Ten-day 
Health Advisories, which are issued as 
nonregulatory guidance. Health Advisory values 
are concentrations of contaminants in drinking 
water at which adverse health effects would not be 
expected to occur for an exposure of the specified 
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duration. The Health Advisory values are based 
on data describing noncarcinogenic effects and are 
derived by dividing a NOAEL or LOAEL by the 
appropriate uncertainty and modifying factors. 
They are based on a 10-kg child assumed to drink 
1 liter of water per day, and a margin of safety is 
included to protect sensitive members of the 
population. One-day and Ten-day Health 
Advisories do not consider any carcinogenic risk 
associated with the exposure even if the compound 
is a potential carcinogen. For additional 
information on the derivation of Health Advisory 
values, refer to the Agency's guidance document 
(EPA 1989c). 

7.2.7 VERIFICATION OF RIDs 

EPA has formed an RID Workgroup 
composed of members from many EPA offices to 
verify existing Agency RIDs and to resolve 
conflicting toxicity assessments and toxicity values 
within the Agency. The Workgroup reviews the 
information regarding the derivation of an RID 
for a substance and summarizes its evaluations, 
conclusions, and reservations regarding the RID 
in a standardized summary form from one to 
several pages in length. This form contains 
infonnation regarding the development of the 
RID, such as the chosen effect levels and 
uncertainty factors, as well as a statement on the 
confidence that the evaluators have in the RfD 
itself, the critical study, and the overall data base 
(high, medium, or low). Once verified, these data 
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evaluation summaries are entered into IRIS and 
are available for public access. 

Workgroup-approved RIDs are referred to as 
verified RIDs. Those RIDs awaiting workgroup 
approval are referred to as interim RIDs. At the 
time of this manual's publication, only chronic 
RIDs are being verified. No workgroup has been 
established to verify subchronic RIDs or 
developmental RIDs. 

7.3 TOXICITY ASSESS1\1ENT FOR 
CARCINOGENIC EFFECTS 

This section describes how the types of 
toxicity information presented in Section 7.1 are 
considere~ in the toxicity assessment for 
carcinogenic effects. A slope factor and the 
accompanying weight-of-evidence determination 
are the toxicity data most commonly used to 
evaluate potential human carcinogenic risks. The 
methods EPA uses to derive these values are 
outlined below. Additional information can be 
obtained by consulting EPA's Guidelines for 
Carcinogen Risk Assessment (EPA 1986a) and 
Appendix B to IRIS (EPA 1989a). 

7.3.1 CONCEPT OF NONTHRESHOLD 
EFFECTS 

Carcinogenesis, unlike many noncarcinogenic 
health effects, is generally thought to be a 
phenomenon for which risk evaluation based on 
presumption of a threshold is inappropriate. For 
carcinogens, EPA assumes that a small number of 
molecular events can evoke changes in a single 
cell that can lead to uncontrolled cellular 
proliferation and eventually to a clinical state of 
disease. This hypothesized mechanism for 
carcinogenesis is referred to as "nonthreshold" 
because there is believed to be essentially no level 
of exposure to such a chemical that does not pose 
a finite probability, however small, of generating 
a carcinogenic response. That is, no dose is 
thought to be risk-free. Therefore, in evaluating 
cancer risks, an effect threshold cannot be 
estimated. For carcinogenic effects, EPA uses a 
two-part evaluation in which the substance first is 
assigned a weight-of-evidence classification, and 
then a slope factor is calculated. 



7.3.2 ASSIGNING A WEIGHT OF EVIDENCE 

In the first step of the evaluation, the 
available data are evaluated to determine the 
likelihood that the agent is a human carcinogen. 
The evidence is characterized separately for human 
studies and animal studies as sufficient, limited, 
inadequate, no data, or evidence of no effect. The 
characterizations of these two types of data are 
combined, and based on the extent to which the 
agent has been shown to be a carcinogen in 
experimental animals or humans, or both, the 
agent is given a provisional weight-of-evidence 
classification. EPA scientists then adjust the 
provisional classification upward or downward, 
based on other supporting evidence of 
carcinogenicity (see Section 7.1.3). For a further 
description of the role of supporting evidence, see 
the EPA guidelines (EPA 1986a). 

The EPA classification system for weight of 
evidence is shown in the box in the opposite 
column. This system is adapted from the 
approach taken by the International Agency for 
Research on Cancer (IARC 1982). 

7.3.3 GENERATING A SLOPE FACTOR2 

In the second part of the evaluation, based 
on the evaluation that the chemical is a known or 
probable human carcinogen, a toxicity value that 
defines quantitatively the relationship between 
dose and response (i.e., the slope factor) is 
calculated. Slope factors are typically calculated 
for potential carcinogens in classes A, Bl, and B2. 
Quantitative estimation of slope factors for the 
chemicals in class C proceeds on a case-by-case 
basis. 

Generally, the slope factor is a plausible 
upper-bound estimate of the probability of a 
response per unit intake of a chemical over a 
lifetime. The slope factor is used in risk 
assessments to estimate an upper-bound lifetime 
probability of an individual developing cancer as 
a result of exposure to a particular level of a 
potential carcinogen. Slope factors should alwavs 
be accompanied by the weight-of-evidence 
classification to indicate the strength of the 
evidence that the agent is a human carcinogen. 

Identifying the appropriate data set In 
deriving slope factors, the available information 

EPA WEIGHT-OF~EVIDENCE 
ClASSIFICATION SYSTEM FOR 

CARCINOG ENICTIY 

Group Description 

A Human carcinogen 

Bl or Probable human carcinogen 
B2 
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Bl indicates that limited human data are 
available. 

B2 indicates sufficient evidence in 
animals and inadequate or no evidence in 
humans. 

C Possible human carcinogen 

D Not classifiable as to human 
carcinogenicity 

E Evidence ot: noncarcinogenicity for. 
humans 

about a chemical is evaluated and an appropriate 
data set is selected. In choosing appropriate data 
sets, human data of high quality are preferable to 
animal data. If animal data are used, the species 
that responds most similarly to humans (with 
respect to factors such as metabolism, physiology, 
and pharmacokinetics) is preferred. When no 
clear choice is possible, the most sensitive species 
is given the greatest emphasis. Oa;asionally, in 
situations where no single study is judged most 
appropriate, yet several studies collectively support 
the estimate, the geometric mean of estimates 
from all studies may be adopted as the slope. 
This practice ensures the inclusion of all relevant 
data. 

Extrapolating to lower doses. Because risk 
at low exposure levels is difficult to measure 
directly either by animal experiments or by 
epidemiologic studies, the development of a slope 
factor generally entails applying a model to the 
available data set and using the model to 
extrapolate from the relatively high doses 
administered to experimental animals (or the 
exposures noted in epidemiologic studies) to the 
lower exposure levels expe{;ted for human contact 
in the environment. 
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A number of mathematical models and 
procedures have been developed to extrapolate 
from carcinogenic responses observed at high 
doses to responses expected at low doses. 
Different extrapolation methods may provide a 
reasonable fit to the observed data but may lead 
to large differences in the projected risk at low 
doses. In keeping with EPA's Guidelines for 
Carcinogen Risk Assessment (EPA 1986a) and the 
principles outlined in Chemical Carcinogens: A 
Review of the Science and Its .Associated Principles 
(OSTP 1985), the choice of a low-dose 
extrapolation model is governed by consistency 
with current understanding of the mechanism of 
carcinogenesis, and not solely on goodness-of-fit 
to the observed tumor data. When data are 
limited and when uncertainty exists regarding the 
mechanisms of carcinogenic action, the EPA 
guidelines and OSTP principles suggest that 
models or procedures that incorporate low-dose 
linearity are preferred when compatible with the 
limited information available. EPA's guidelines 
recommend that the linearized multistage model 
be employed in the absence of adequate 
information to the contrary. Among the other 
models available are the Weibull, probit, logit, 
one-hit, and gamma multihit models, as well as 
various time-to-tumor models. Most of these 
models are less conservative (i.e., predict lower 
cancer potency) than the linearized multistage 
model. These concepts and models are sho'Wll 
graphically in EPA (1989g) and OT A (1981 ). 

In general, after the data are fit to the 
appropriate model, the upper 95th percent 
confidence limit of the slope of the resulting dose
response curve is calculated. This value is known 
as the slope factor and represents an upper 95th 
percent confidence limit on the probability of a 
response per unit intake of a chemical over a 
lifetime (i.e., there is only a 5 percent chance that 
the probability of a response could be greater than 
the estimated value on the basis of the 
experimental data and model used). In some 
cases, slope factors based on human dose-response 
data are based on the "best" estimate instead of 
the upper 95th percent confidence limits. Because 
the dose-response curve generally is linear only in 
the low-dose region, the slope factor estimate only 
holds true for low doses. Information concerning 
the limitations on use of slope factors can be 
found in IRIS. 

Determining equivalent human doses. When 
animal data are used as a basis for extrapolation, 
the human dose that is equivalent to the dose in 
the animal study is calculated using the 
assumption that different species are equally 
sensitive to the effects of a toxicant if they absorb 
the same amount of the agent (in milligrams) per 
unit of body surface area. This assumption is 
made only in the absence of specific information 
about the equivalent doses for the chemical in 
question_ Because surface area is approximately 
proportional to the 2!3 power of body weight, the 
equivalent human dose (in mg/day, or other units 
of mass per unit time) is calculated by multiplying 
the animal dose (in identical units) by the ratio of 
human to animal body weights raised to the 2(3 
power. (For animal doses expressed as mglkg-day, 
the equivalent human dose, in the same units, is 
calculated by multiplying the animal dose by the 
ratio of animal to human body weights raised to 
the 1(3 power.) 

When using animal inhalation experiments to 
estimate lifetime human risks for partially soluble 
vapors or gases, the air concentration (ppm) is 
generally considered to be the equivalent dose 
between species based on equivalent exposure 
times (measured as fractions of a lifetime). For 
inhalation of particulates or completely absorbed 
gases, the amount absorbed per unit of body 
surface area is considered to be the equivalent 
dose between species. 

Summary of dose-response parameters. 
Toxicity values for carcinogenic effects can be 
expressed in several ways. The slope factor is 
usually, but not always, the upper 95th percent 
confidence limit of the slope of the dose-response 
curve and is expressed as (mglkg-day)"1. If the 
extrapolation model selected is the linearized 
multistage model, this value is also known as the 
qz •. That is: 

Slope factor = risk per unit dose 
= risk per mg/kg-day 

Where data permit, slope factors listed in IRIS 
are based on absorbed doses, although to date 
many of them have been based on administered 
doses. (The qualifiers related to absorbed versus 
administered dose given in the box on page 7-10 
apply to assessment of cancer risk as well as to 
assessment of potential noncarcinogenic effects.) 



Toxicity values for carcinogenic effects also 
can be expressed in terms of risk per unit 
concentration of the substance in the medium 
where human contact occurs. These measures, 
called unit risks, are calculated by dividing the 
slope factor by 70 kg and multiplying by the 
inhalation rate (20 m3/day) or the water 
consumption rate (2 liters/day), respectively, for 
risk associated with unit concentration in air or 
water. Where an absorption fraction less than 1.0 
has been applied in deriving the slope factor, an 
additional conversion factor is necessary in the 
calculation of unit risk so that the unit risk will 
be on an administered dose basis. The 
standardized duration assumption for unit risks is 
understood to be continuous lifetime exposure. 
Hence, when there is no absorption conversion 
required: 

air unit risk = risk per ug!m3 

= slope factor x 1no kg x 
20 m3 /day x 10·3 

water unit risk = risk per ug/L 
= slope factor x 1no kg x 

2 Uday x w·3 

The multiplication by 10"3 is necessary to convert 
from mg (the slope factor, or qz ·, is given in 
(mglk~-day)"1 ) to ur, (the unit risk is given in 
(uglm )"1 or (ug/L)" ). 

7.3.4 VERIFICATION OF SLOPE FACfORS 

EPA formed the Carcinogen Risk Assessment 
Verification Endeavor (CRAVE) Workgroup to 
validate Agency carcinogen risk assessments and 
resolve conflicting toxicity values developed by 
various program offices. Workgroup members 
represent many different EPA offices and are 
scientists experienced in issues related to both the 
qualitative and quantitative risk assessment of 
carcinogenic agents. Slope factors verified by 
CRAVE have undergone extensive peer review 
and represent an Agency consensus. CRAVE
verified review summaries (similar to RID 
Workgroup summaries) are entered into the IRIS 
data base. 
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7.4 IDENTIFYING APPROPRIATE 
TOXICITY VALUES FOR SITE 
RISK ASSESSMENT 

Using the methods outlined above, EPA has 
performed toxicity assessments for many chemicals 
found at Superfund sites and has made the results 
available for use. This section provides step-by
step methods for locating appropriate toxicity 
information, including numerical toxicity values, to 
be used in Superfund risk assessments. Because 
one's confidence in toxicity values depends heavily 
on the data base and the methods of extrapolation 
used in their development, guidance is also 
included for identifying the important information 
on which these values are based. 

7.4.1 GATHER TOXICITY INFORMATION 
FOR CHE:MICALS BEING EVALUATED 

In the first step of the toxicity assessment, 
information is collected regarding the toxic effects 
that occur following exposure to the chemical 
being evaluated. Particular attention, should be 
paid to the route of exposure, the frequency and 
length of exposure, and the doses at which the 
adverse effects are expected to occur. Chemicals 
having potential reproductive or developmental 
effects should be flagged. Later in the evaluation, 
special reference doses for developmental effects 
can be sought for these chemicals. 

Several sources may provide useful toxicity 
information and references to primary literature, 
although only some of them should be used as 
sources for slope factors and reference doses (as 
explained below). 

Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS).3 

IRIS is an EPA data base containing up-to-date 
health risk and EPA regulatory information for 
numerous chemicals. IRIS contains only those 
RIDs and slope factors that have been verified by 
the RID or CRAVE Workgroups and 
consequently, is considered to be the preferred 
source of toxicity information. Information in 
IRIS supersedes all other sources. Onlv if 
information is not available in IRIS for the 
chemical being evaluated should the sources below 
be consulted. IRIS consists of a collection of 
computer files on individual chemicals. Existing 
information on the chemicals is updated as new 
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scientific data are reviewed. New files and new 
chemicals are added as information becomes 
available. These chemical files contain descriptive 
and quantitative information in the following 
categories: 

• oral and inhalation chronic reference 
doses; 

• oral and inhalation slope factors and 
unit risks for chronic exposure to 
carcinogens; 

• Health Advisories from EPA's Office of 
Drinking Water; 

• EPA regulatory action summaries; and 

• supplemental data on acute health 
hazards and physical!chemical properties. 

To ensure access to the most up-to-date 
chemical information, IRIS is only available on
line. For information on how to access this data 
base, call IRIS User Support at 513-569-7254 or 
see the Federal Register notice regarding the 
availability of IRIS (EPA 1988a). 

Should EPA regional staff have specific 
technical or scientific questions about any 
verification workgroup's analysis of particular data 
cited in IRIS, the Agency contact for a particular 
chemical (identified at the end of each IRIS file) 
should be consulted. If new data are identified 
suggesting that existing IRIS information may be 
outd~ted, or if there is concern or disagreement 
about the overall findings of particular files, the 
Agency IRIS coordinator should be consulted. 
The IRIS coordinator can assist in making 
arrangements should discussions with a verification 
workgroup be needed. 

Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables 
(HEAST). Formerly "The Quarterly" and 
associated references, HEAST is a tabular 
presentation of toxicity information and values for 
chemicals for which Health Effects Assessments 
(HEAs), Health and Environmental Effects 
Documents (HEEDs), Health and Environmental 
Effects Profiles (HEEPs), Health Assessment 
Documents (HADs), or Ambient Air Quality 
Criteria Documents (AAQCDs) have been 
prepared. HEAST summarizes interim (and some 

verified) RIDs and slope factors as well as other 
toxicity information for specific chemicals. In 
addition, HEAST directs readers to the most 
current sources of supporting toxicity information 
through an extensive reference section. Therefore, 
HEAST is especially helpful when verified 
information for a chemical is not in IRIS. 
HEAST, which is updated quarterly, also provides 
a valuable pointer system for identifying current 
references on chemicals that are not in IRIS. 

HEAST can be obtained upon request from 
the Superfund Docket (FTS or 202-382-3046). 
The Docket will mail copies of HEAST to callers 
and place requestors on a mailing list to receive 
an updated version quarterly. HEAs, HEEDs, 
HEEPs, HADs, and AAQCDs referenced in 
HEAST are available through EPA's Center for 
Environmental Research Infonnation (CERI) in 
Cincinnati, OH (513-569-7562 or FTS 684-7562) 
or the National Technical Information Service 
(NTIS), 5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield, VA 
22161 (703-487-4650 or 800-336-4700). 

EPA criteria documents. These documents 
include drinking water criteria documents, drinking 
water Health Advisory summaries, ambient water 
quality criteria documents, and air quality criteria 
documents, and contain general toxicity 
infonnation that can be used if information for a 
chemical is not available through IRIS or the 
HEAST references. Criteria documents are 
available through NTIS at the address given above. 
Information on drinking water criteria documents 
can be obtained through the Safe Drinking Water 
Hotline (800-426-4791). 

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry (ATSDR) toxicological profiles. ATSDR 
is developing toxicological profiles for 275 
hazardous substances found at Superfund sites. 
The first 200 substances to be addressed have 
been identified in Federal Register notices (EPA 
1987, 1988b). These profiles contain general 
toxicity information and levels of exposure 
associated with lethality, cancer, genotoxicity, 
neurotoxicity, developmental and reproductive 
toxicity, immunotoxicity, and systemic toxicity (i.e., 
hepatic, renal, respiratory, cardiovascular, 
gastrointestinal, hematological, musculoskeletal, 
and derma)jocular effects). Health effects in 
humans and animals are discussed by exposure 
route (i.e., oral, inhalation, and dermal) and 
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HIERARCHY OF TOXICITY INFORMATION 

Because toxicity information may dlange rapidly and quickly become outdated, eare should be takeri to find the most recent 
information· available.. lRlS is updated monthly, provides verified RIDs .and stope factors, and is the Agency's preferred source 

, o( toxicity information. · Qn1y If values ar~ tinavailahle in IRIS should other information sources he consulted. 

: ·. . . ... >. . ···.:·· .... ··.· .. :-.·· ... : : 

HEAST is the second tn0$1 current source ot toxicity in! ormation of importance to- Superfimd. Unlike IRIS, f!EAST provide:~ 
Information regardirig interim ·as. well as verified RIDs and srope factOrs. Readers are directed to supporting toxicity information 

. for interim and verified Values in an extensive rererence section ofHEAST. HEAST information shoUld only be sought for those 
che111U:al.s riot listed in IRIS. ·. · · · · · · · 

. roiici~ kroriilatio~, RIDs, and ~lope f.a~o~ als~ can he found m. oth~; EPA documents. Although these valu~ were 
de'VelopCd by offices within the Agency,: they bve not necessarily becri verified by the RID or CRAVE Workgroups. The use 
. of up:.to~te vmfied iilfurmatioti. iS preferred. to .the use of interim inforinatioii arl~ therefore, tmicity information should be 
obtained from .other EPA references only if informatiOn coutd not be fourul in IRIS or: HEAST. >Before using references other 
than those cited in ffiiS or HEAST, checkwith ECAO at 513-569-7300 (FTS 684-7300) to see if more current information is 
available · · ·. · ·· · · ·. · · ·· 

duration (i.e., acute, intermediate, and chronic). 
Also included in the profiles are chapters on 
physicochemical properties, environmental fate, 
potential for human exposure, analytical methods, 
and regulatory and advisory status. Contact NTIS 
at the address given on the previous page for 
further information on the status or availability of 
a particular profile. 

EPA's Environmental Criteria and 
Assessment Office (ECAO). ECAO may be 
contacted at 513-569-7300 (FfS 684-7300) for 
general toxicological information as well as for 
technical guidance concerning route-to-route 
extrapolations, toxicity values for dermal 
exposures, and the evaluation of chemicals without 
toxicity values. The requestor should identify their 
need for a "rapid response request" (within 4S 
hours) for interim guidance on Superfund health
related issues. Contractors must give the name 
and address of their RPM or regional risk 
assessment contact before ECAO will respond. 
RPMs and regional contacts will be sent a copy 
of ECAO's response to the contractor. 

Open literature. A primary literature search 
may be valuable for determining whether new data 
are available that may affect IRIS information. 

7 .4.2 DETERMINE TOXICITY VALUES FOR 
NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECfS (RIDs) 

After general toxicity information for the 
chemicals of concern has been located, the next 
step is to identify the appropriate toxicity values 

to be used in evaluating noncarcinogenic effects 
associated with the specific exposures being 
assessed. First, by referring to the exposure 
information generated in Chapter 6, the exposure 
periods for which toxicity values are necessary and 
the exposure route for each chemical being 
evaluated should be determined. The appropriate 
toxicity values for the chemical for each exposure 
duration and route of exposure can then be 
identified using the sources listed above. 

For Superfund risk assessments, chronic RIDs 
should be identified for evaluating exposure 
periods between seven years and a lifetime, 
subchronic RIDs for exposure periods between two 
weeks and seven years, and One- or Ten-day 
Health Advisories for oral exposure periods of less 
than two weeks. According to EPA (198&), One
day Health Advisories are applicable to exposure 
periods as long as five days and Ten-day Health 
Advisories are applicable to exposure periods as 
long as two weeks. Developmental RIDs should 
be identified for evaluating single exposure events 
and other very short exposures (e.g., one day). 
Note that for some substances and some exposure 
situations, more than one of the toxicity values 
listed above may be needed to adequately assess 
potential noncarcinogenic effects. 

Because carcinogens also commonly evoke 
noncarcinogenic effects, RIDs should be sought for 
all chemicals being carried through the risk 
assessment, including carcinogens. The RIDs 
derived for carcinogens, however, are based on 
noncancer effects and should not be assumed to 
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be protective against carcinogenicity. A sample 
format for summarizing RIDs and other toxicity 
values is shown in Exhibit 7-2. This information 
will be needed in the risk characterization step 
(see Exhibits 8-3 and 8-4). 

7.4.3 DETERMINE TOXICITY VALUES FOR 
CARCINOGENIC EFFECTS (SLOPE 
FACTORS) 

In this step of the toxicity assessment, 
appropriate toxicity values for evaluating the 
carcinogenic risks associated with exposure are 
identified. First, by referring to the exposure 
information generated in Chapter 6, the route of 
exposure for the potential carcjnogens being 
evaluated should be identified. Slope factors for 
these chemicals can then be identified using the 
hierarchy of sources listed in the box on page 
7-15. Slope factors for all potential carcinogens 
having a weight-of-evidence classification of A, B, 
or C should be sought A notation of the EPA 
weight-of-evidence classification should always be 
included with the slope factor. A sample format 
for summarizing the required toxicity values is 
shown in Exhibit 7-3. This information will be 
needed in the risk characterization step (see 
Exhibit 8-2). 

7.5 EVALUATING CHEMICALS 
FOR WIUCH NO TOXICITY 
VALUES ARE AVAILABLE 

If EPA-derived RIDs and slope factors are 
available for the chemicals being examined, these 
values should always be used in the risk 
assessment. Use of EPA-derived toxicity values 
prevents duplication of effort and ensures 
consistency among risk assessments. If EPA
derived toxicity values are not available, the 
following measures are recommended. 

7.5.1 ROUTE-TO-ROUTE EXTRAPOLATION 

For cases in which EPA-derived toxicity 
values are not available for the route of exposure 
being considered but are available for another 
route, EPA recommends contacting ECAO for 
guidance on route-to-route extrapolation. If 
toxicity information is not available from ECAO, 
a qualitative rather than quantitative evaluation of 

the chemical is recommended. The implications 
of the absence of this chemical from the risk 
estimate should be discussed in the uncertainty 
section. 

7.5.2 DERMAL EXPOSURE 

No RIDs or slope factors are available for 
the dermal route of exposure. In some cases, 
however, noncarcinogenic or carcinogenic risks 
associated with dermal exposure can be evaluated 
using an oral RfD or oral slope factor, 
respectively. EPA recommends contacting ECAO 
for guidance on appropriate methods for 
evaluating dermal exposure for specific chemicals; 
some general guidance for calculating intakes via 
the dermal route and· making appropriate 
comparisons with oral RID values is given in 
Appendix A. In brief, exposures via the dermal 
route generally are calculated and expressed as 
absorbed doses. These absorbed doses are 
compared to an oral toxicity value that has been 
adjusted, if necessary, so that it too is expressed 
as an absorbed dose. 

It is inappropriate to use the oral slope 
factor to evaluate the risks associated with dermal 
exposure to carcinogens such as benz(a)pyrene, 
which cause skin cancer through a direct action at 
the point of application. These types of skin 
carcinogens and other locally active compounds 
must be evaluated separately from the above 
method; consult ECAO for guidance. Generally 
only a qualitative assessment of risks from dermal 
exposure to these chemicals is possible. This does 
not apply to carcinogens such as arsenic, which 
are believed to cause skin cancer through a 
systemic rather than local action. 

If information is not available from ECAO, 
the assessor should describe the effects of the 
chemical qualitatively and discuss the implications 
of the absence of the chemical from the risk 
estimate in the uncertainty section of the risk 
assessment. 

7.5.3 GENERATION OF TOXICITY VALUES 

If EPA-derived toxicity values are unavailable 
but adequate toxicity studies are available, one 
may derive toxicity values using Agency 
methodology. Any such derivation should be done 



EXHIBIT 7-2 

EXAMPLE OF TABLE FORMAT FOR 
TOXICITY VALUES: POTENTIAL NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS 

Olronic RfD" Confidence Crillcal 
Olemlcal (mglkg-day) U:velb Effect 

Oral Route 

Phenol O.ti' Medium Kldney and 
liver effects 

Nltrobenz,ene 0.0005' Medium Hematologic, 
adrenal, lddney, 
and liver effects 

Inhalation Route 

• ValuC3 for itii.Utratlon only. 

• Similarly formatted tabiC3 also oould be used for subchronlc and shorter-term toxicity values. 

b Confidence level from IRIS, eilher high, medium, or low. 

< RrD expressed as administered dose In drinking water, with assumed absorption fraction of 1.0. 

d Uncertainty adjustment of 1,000 used to represent combined II, A, S, and L extrapolations. 

Uncertainty adjustments: II = variation in human sensitivity; 
A "' animal to human extrapolation; 
S "' extrapolation from subchronic to chronic NOAEL; 
L = extrapolation from LOAEL to NOAEL 

RID Basis/ Uncertainty and 
RrD Source Modifying Factors 

Watef/ UF = I,!X~ for 
IRIS li,A,S,L 

MF = 1 

Watef/ UF = 10,000 for 
IRIS H,A,S,L 

MF =I 
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EXHIBIT 7-3 

EXAMPLE OF TABLE FORMAT FOR 
TOXICITY VALUES: POTENTIAL CARCINOGENIC EFFECTS 

Slope Factor (SF) Weight-of-Evidence Type of SF Basis/ 
Chemical (mg!kg-day)"1 Classification Cancefl SF Source 

Oral Route 

Benzene 0.029* A* Leukemia Wate~/ 
IRIS 

Chlordane 1.3* B2* Ware~/ 
IRIS 

Inhalation Route 

• Values for illustration only. 

a Identify type(s) of cancer in this table for Class A carcinogens only. 

b Slope factor based on administered dose in drinking water and assumed absorption fraction of 1.0. 



in conjunction with the regional risk assessment 
contact, who will submit the derivation to ECAO 
for approvaL Contact with ECAO should be 
established early in the process to eliminate any 
duplication of effort because ECAO may have 
information on the chemical being evaluated. 

7.6 UNCERTAINTIES RELATED 
TO TOXICITY INFORMATION 

Toxicity information for many of the 
chemicals found at Superfund sites is often 
limited. Consequently, there are varying degrees 
of uncertainty associated with the toxicity values 
calculated. Sources of uncertainty associated v.ith 
toxicity values may include: 

• using dose-response information from 
effects observed at high doses to predict 
the adverse health effects that may occur 
following exposure to the low levels 
expected from human contact with the 
agent in the environment; 

• using dose-response information from 
short-term exposure studies to predict 
the effects of long-term exposures, and 
vice-versa; 

• 

• 

using dose-response information from 
animal studies to predict effects in 
humans; and 

using dose-response information from 
homogeneous animal populations or 
healthy human populations to predict the 
effects likely to be observed in the 
general population consisting of 
individuals with a wide range of 
sensitivities. 

An understanding of the degree of 
uncertaintv associated with toxicitv values is an 
important. part of interpreting ar{d using those 
values. Therefore, as part of the toxicity 
assessment for Superfund sites, a discussion of the 
strength of the evidence of the entire range of 
principal and supporting studies should be 
included. The degree of confidence ascribed to 
a toxicity value is a function of both the quality 
of the individual study from which it was derived 
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and the completeness of the supporting data 
base. EPA-verified RIDs found in IRIS are 
accompanied by a statement of the confidence that 
the evaluators have in the RID itself, the critical 
studv and the overall data base. All EPA-verified 
slop~, factors are accompanied by a weight-of
evidence classification, which indicates the 
likelihood that the agent is a human carcinogen. 
The weight-of-evidence classification is based on 
the completeness of the evidence that the agent 
causes cancer in experimental animals and 
humans. These designations should be used as 
one basis for the discussion of uncertainty. 

The discussion of uncertainty also should 
include an indication of the extent to which an 
analysis of the results from different studies give 
a consistent, plausible picture of toxicity. The 
greater the strength of the evidence, the greater 
one's confidence in the conclusions drawn. The 
following factors add to the strength of the 
evidence that the chemical poses a hazard to 
humans and should be considered: 

• similar effects across species, strains, sex, 
and routes of exposure; 

• clear evidence of a dose-response 
relationship; 

• 

• 

• 

a plausible relationship among data on 
metabolism, postulated mechanism of 
action, and the effect of concern (see 
Section 7.1.3); 

similar toxicity exhibited by structurally 
related compounds (see Section 7.1.3 ,; 
and 

some link between the chemical and 
evidence of the effect of concern m 
humans (see Section 7.1.1). 

High uncertainty (low confidence; low 
strength of evidence) indicates that the toxicity 
value- might change if additional chronic toxicity 
data become available. Low uncertainty (high 
confidence) is an indication that a value is less 
likely to change as more data become available, 
because there is consistency among the toxic 
responses observed in different species, sexes, 
study designs, or in dose-response relationships. 
The lower the uncertainty about toxicity values, 
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the more confidence a decision-maker can have in 
the risk assessment results. Often, high 
confidence is associated with values that are based 
on human data for the exposure route of concern. 

7.7 SUMMARIZATION AND 
PRESENTATION OF THE 
TOXICITY INFORMATION 

This section discusses methods for presenting 
toxicity information in the risk assessment 
document for the chemicals being evaluated. 

7.7.1 TOXICITY INFOIU1ATION FOR THE 
~WN BODY OF THE TEXT 

A short description of the toxic effects of 
each chemical carried through the assessment in 
non-technical language should be prepared for 
inclusion in the main body of the risk assessment. 
Included in this description should be information 
on the effects associated with exposure to the 
chemical and the concentrations at which the 
adverse effects are expected to occur in humans. 
Toxicity values should be accompanied by a brief 
description of the overall data base and the 
particular study from which the value was derived. 
In addition, a notation should be made of the 
critical effect and any uncertainty factors used in 
the calculation. For any RID value obtained from 
IRIS, a notation of the degree of confidence 
associated with the determination should also be 
included. To aid in the risk characterization, it 
should be indicated if absorption efficiency was 

considered and also what exposure averaging 
periods are appropriate for comparison with the 
value. 

Summary tables of toXIcity values for all 
chemicals should be prepared for inclusion in the 
main body of the risk assessment report. RIDs in 
the table should be accompanied with the 
uncertainty factors used in their derivation, the 
confidence rating given in IRIS (if applicable), and 
a notation of the critical effect. Slope factors 
should always be accompanied by EPA's weight
of-evidence classification. 

7.7.2 TOXICITY INFORMATION FOR 
INCLUSION IN AN APPENDIX 

If toxicity values were derived in conjunction 
with the regional risk assessment contact and 
ECAO for chemicals lacking EPA-derived values, 
a technical documentation/justification of the 
method of derivation should be prepared and 
included in the appendix of the risk assessment 
report. Included in this explanation should be a 
description of the toxic effects of the chemical 
such as information regarding the noncarcinogenic, 
carcinogenic, mutagenic, reproductive, and 
developmental effectS of the compound. Also 
presented should be brief descriptions (species, 
route of administration, dosages, frequency of 
exposure, length of exposure, and critical effect) 
of the studies from which the values were derived 
as well as the actual method of derivation. 
References for the studies cited in the discussion 
should be included. 
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ENDNOTES FOR CHAPTER 7 

1. The MF is set less than one for a small number of substances to account for nutritional essentiality. 

2. The slope factor is occasionally referred to as a cancer potency factor, however, use of this terminology is not recommended. 

3. The quantitative risk values and supporting information found in IRIS represent a consensus judgement of EPA's Reference Dose 
Workgroup or Carcinogen Risk Assessment Verification Endeavor (CRAVE) Workgroup. These workgroups are composed of scientists 
from EPA's program offices and the Office of Research and Development. The concept of Agency-wide consensus is one of the most 
valuable aspects of IRIS. 
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CHAPTER 8 

RISK CHARACTERIZATION 

This chapter describes the final step of the 
baseline health risk assessment process, risk 
characterization. In this step, the toxicity and 
exposure assessments are summarized and 
integrated into quantitative and qualitative 
expressions of risk. To characterize potential 
noncarcinogenic effects, comparisons are made 
between projected intakes of substances and 
toxicity values; to characterize potential 
carcinogenic effects, probabilities that an 
individual will develop cancer over a lifetime of 
exposure are.estimated from projected intakes and 
chemical-specific dose-response information. 
Major assumptions, scientific judgments, and to 
the extent possible, estimates of the uncertainties 
embodied in the assessment are also presented. 

Risk characterization also serves as the bridge 
between risk assessment and risk management and 
is therefore a key step in the ultimate site 
decision-making process. This step assimilates risk 
assessment information for the risk manager 
(RPM or regional upper management involved in 
site decision-making) to be considered alongside 
other factors important for decision-making such 
as economics, technical feasibility, and regulatory 
context. The risk characterization methods 
described in this chapter are consistent with EPA's 
published risk assessment guidelines. Exhibit 8-1 
is an overview of risk characterization, and 
illustrates how it relates to the preceding toxicity 
and exposure assessments and to the refinement 
of preliminary remediation goals. 

In the following sections, the risk 
characterization methodology is descnbed. There 
are separate discussions for carcinogenic and 
noncarcinogenic effects because the methodology 
differs for these two modes of chemical toxicity. 
In addition to giving instructions for calculating 
numerical estimates of risk, this chapter provides 
guidance for interpreting, presenting, and 
qualifying the results. A risk characterization 

cannot be considered complete unless the 
numerical expressions of risk are accompanied bv 
explanatorv text interpreting and qualifving the 
results. 

8.1 REVIEW OF OUTPUTS FROi\'1 
THE TOXICITY AND 
EXPOSURE ASSESSMENTS 

Most sites being assessed will involve the 
evaluation of more than one chemical of concern 
and might include both carcinogenic and 
noncarcinogenic substances. The first step in risk 
characterization is to gather, review, compare, and 
organize the results of the exposure assessment 
(e.g., intakes for all exposure pathways and land
uses and for all relevant substances) and toxicity 
assessment (e.g., toxicity values for all exposure 

.. ... . 

ACRONYMS FOR CHAPTER 8 

ARAR = Applicable .orRelevant and Appropriate 
Requirement 

ATSDR= Agency for Toxic Substan~ and Disease 
Registry . . .· 

CDL== ChrOnic Daily Intake 
ECAO =' • Enviionmental Criteria and Asseument 

Office ..... 
E =- ~rt:J.evel. 

Hl = Hazarii Index · · 
• .IRIS ~ ln.~eira.tc:d Risk l:lfonll3tion System · .. 

•·. LOAEL i.Z t.OweSt'-ObSM'ed-~c~E!fect-Levet 
NOAEL .i; N~Adversc;_Eflect.Le\icl·· ).• · .. 

··.·····.•···•···•NRc•·.~··:Nu4eAr:geslllatorieommmion .• ··•···••····•··· ·· 
·. • • RID == Rdefe:nce :p0SC (when used witllriut 

• • ~~~~)enerallyrd!;rs to 

<.~!~W::~tk~~~cse ... 
> <RJJFS ~ :R~i!l ~ligatiOn/Feasibility .Study 

·• • · .·• RME ~ :Rcalioual>le MaXimUIII. ExpOsure. · 
~t.~~~~~Sflll~e .•... · .. 
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DEFINITIONS FOR CHAPTER 8 

· .. Absorbed Dc$e. Tile amount of a subs~ penetratirig the etcha~eboun~~of an organism after contact. Absorbed dose 
. is cakulated from· the intake and the absorption efficiency. It tisualty is expr-esSed as ~ of a substance absorbed into 
the body per unit body weighfpcr unit tiine (e.g .. mg/kg~ay). · · · 

contact with an exchange boundary (e.g., 



EXHIBIT 8-1 

STEPS IN RISK CHARACTERIZATION 

Step 1: Organize Outputs of 
Exposure and Toxicity Assessments 

• Exposure Duration 

,--------
Exposure Assessment I 

; __ lntak~ Estimate~ _ J 

• Absorption Adjustments 
• Consistency Check 

_____ I Toxicity Assessment I 

_! 
Step 2: Quantify Pathway Risks 
For Each Substance, Estimate: 

• Cancer Risk 
• Noncancer Hazard Quotient 

For Each Pathway, Calculate: 

• Total Cancer Risk 

• Noncancer Hazard Index 

I Toxicity Values I 
, ________ j 

Step 3: Combine Risks Across Pathways 
that affect the same individual(s) over 
the same time periods 

• Sum Cancer Risks 
• Sum Hazard Indices 

Step 4: Assess and Present 
Uncertainty 

• Site-specific Factors j 

• Toxicity Assessment 

1 

Factors 

Step 5: Consider Site-Specific 
Health or Exposure Studies 

• Compare Adequate 
Studies with Results of 

,--------l 
1 Identify ARARs I 

Risk Assessment 

~ 
l ____ f ___ j 

Step 6: Summarize Results of the 
Baseline Risk Assessment 

--------1 
I Refine Preliminary I 
l Remediation Goals J 
1--------
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routes and relevant substances). The following 
two subsections describe how to organize the 
outputs from the exposure and toxicity assessments 
and how to check for the consistency and validity 
of the information from the preceding exposure 
and toxicity assessments. 

8.1.1 GATHER AND ORGANIZE 
INFO~fATION 

For each exposure pathway and land use 
evaluated in the exposure assessment, check that 
all information needed to characterize risk is 
available. The necessary exposure information is 
outlined in the box below. 

EXPOSURE LWORMATION NEEDED 
FOR RISK CHARACTERIZATION 

• Estimated intakes (chronic, subchronic,. and 
shorter-term, as appropriate) for chemicals. 

• Important aposure modeling assumptions, 
including: 

- chemical concentration at the exposure 
points; 

-·frequency and duration of expOsure; 

- absorp!ion assumptions; and 

-characterization of uncertainties. 

• Ust ·of whicll exposure pathways· can rc:aoottably 
contribute to t.be c:q>OSure of the same individuals 
uver the same time period. 

For each chemical or substance evaluated in 
the toxicity assessment, use the checklist provided 
in the next box to ensure that all information 
needed to characterize risk is available. 

8.1.2 MAKE FINAL CONSISTENCY AND 
VAliDITY CHECK 

Check the consistency and validity of key 
assumptions common to the exposure outputs and 
the toxicity outputs for each contaminant and 
exposure pathway of concern. These assumptions 
include the averaging period for exposure, the 
exposure route, and the absorption adjustments. 
The basic principle is to ensure that the exposure 

TOXICITY INFORMATION NEEDED 
FOR RISK CHARACI'ERIZATION 

• ·Slope factors for all carcinogenic chemicals. 

• ··Discussion of weight of evidence and classifications 
for aU can:lnogenic chemicals. 

• Type of cancer for Cass A carcinogens. 
. . . 

• . O!romc •. aDd· subchronic RIDs and shorter-term 
toxicity values (if appropriate) for an chemicals 
(including . carci.nogens and developmental 
toxicants). 

• Criticaleffect associated with each RID. 

• · Discussion. of uncertainties,o uncertainty factors, 
. and modifyillg factor used in deriving each RID 
and "deg!U of confidence" in RID (i.e., high, 
medium, low). • 

Whether !he toxicity values are expressed as 
absorbed or administe:"cd doses. -

Pharmaoot:inetic data that may affect the 
extrapolation from animals to humans for both 
ihe RID and slope factor. 

estimates correspond as closely as possible with 
the assumptions used in developing the toxicity 
values. 

Averaging period for exposure. If the toxicity 
value is based on average lifetime exposure (e.g., 
slope factors), then the exposure duration must 
also be expressed in those terms. For estimating 
cancer risks, always use average lifetime exposure; 
i.e., convert less-than-lifetime exposures to 
equivalent lifetime values (see EPA 1986a, 
GuiLielines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment). On 
the other hand, for evaluating potential 
noncarcinogenic effects of less-than-lifetime 
exposures, do not compare chronic RIDs to short
tenn exposure estimates, and do not convert 
short-term exposures to equivalent lifetime values 
to compare with the chronic RIDs. Instead, use 
subchronic or shorter-term toxicity values to 
evaluate short-term exposures. Check that the 
estimated exposure duration is sufficiently similar 
to the duration of the exposure in the study used 
to identify the toxicity value to be protective of 
human health (particularly for subchronic and 



shorter-term effects). A toxicologist should review 
the comparisons. In the absence of short-term 
toxicity values, the chronic RID may be used as an 
initial screening value; i.e., if the Tatio of the 
short-term exposure value to the chronic RID is 
less than one, concern for potential adverse health 
effects is low. If this ratio exceeds unity, however, 
more appropriate short-term toxicity values are 
needed to confirm the existence of a significant 
health threat- ECAO may be consulted for 
assistance in finding short-term toxicity values. 

EPA ENVIRONMENTAL CRITERIA 
AND.ASSESS:MENT OFFICE (ECA.O) 

. ·• TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

FfS 6&L7300 

Exposure route. Check that all toxicity values 
used for each 'exposure pathway being evaluated 
at the site are consistent with the route of 
exposure (e.g., oral to oral, inhalation to 
inhalation). It is not possible to extrapolate 
between exposure routes for some substances that 
produce localized effects dependent upon the 
route of exposure. For example, a toxicity value 
based on localized lung tumors that result only 
from inhalation exposure to a substance would not 
be appropriate for estimating risks associated with 
dermal exposure to the substance. At this time, 
EPA considers it appropriate only to extrapolate 
dermal toxicity values from values derived for oral 
exposure. It is not recommended that oral toxicity 
reference values be extrapolated casually from 
inhalation toxicity values, although this
extrapolation may be performed on a case-by-case 
basis in consultation with ECAO. In general, 
inhalation values should not be extrapolated from 
oral values. (Also, see Section 7.5.1.) 

Inhalation RIDi values obtained from IRIS 
will usually be expressed as ambient air 
concentrations (i.e., mg!m3), instead of as 
administered doses (i.e., mg/kg-day). It may be 
necessary, therefore, to calculate the RfDi in units 
of mg/kg-day for comparison with the intake 
estimated in the exposure assessment_ The RfDi 
expressed in mg/kg-day would be equal to the 
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RIDi in mg!m3 multiplied by 20 m3 air inhaled 
per person per day divided by 70 kg per person. 

Absorption adjustment. Check that the 
exposure estimates and the toxicity values are 
either both expressed as absorbed doses or both 
expressed as intakes (i.e., administered doses). 
Except for the dermal route of exposure, the 
exposure estimates developed using the methods 
provided in Chapter 6 should be in the form of 
intakes, with no adjustments made for absorption. 
However, there are three types of absorption 
adjustments that might be necessary or 
appropriate depending on the available toxicity 
information. These are described below. Sample 
calculations for these absorption adjustments are 
provided in Appendix A 

(1) Dermal exposures. The output of the 
e:q>OSure assessment for dermal exposure 
is expressed as the amount of substance 
absorbed per kg body weight per day. It 
therefore may be necessary to derive an 
absorbed-dose toxicity value from an 
administered-dose toxicity value to compare 
with the exposure estimate. See Appendix 
A for sample calculations. 

(2) Absorbed-dose toxicitv value. For the 
substances for which the toxicity value is 
expressed as an absorbed rather than 
administered dose (e.g., inhalation slope 
factor in IRIS for trichloroethylene and 
several other substances), one should 
express exposure as an absorbed dose 
rather than as an intake. See Appendix A 

(3) Adjustment for medium of exposure. 
Adjusting for different relative absorption 
efficiencies based on the medium of 
exposure (e.g., food, soil, or water for oral 
exposure, vapor or particulates for 
inhalation exposure) is occasionally 
app'ropriate, but not generally 
recommended unless there are strong 
arguments for doing so. Many oral RID 
and slope factor values assume ingestion in 
water even when based on studies that 
employed administration in corn oil by 
gavage or in feed. Thus, in most cases, the 
unadjusted toxicity value will provide a 
reasonable or conservative estimate of risk. 
See Appendix A 
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8.2 QUANTIFYING RISKS 

This section describes steps for quantifying risk 
or hazard indices for both carcinogenic and 
noncarcinogenic effects to be applied to each 
exposure pathway analyzed. The first subsection 
covers procedures for individual substances, and 
is followed by a subsection on procedures for 
quantifying risks associated with simultaneous 
exposures to several substances. Sample table 
formats for recording the results of these 
calculations as well as recording associated 
information related to uncertainty and absorption 
adjustments are provided in Bhlbits 8-2 through 
8-4. 

8.2.1 CALCUlATE RISKS FOR INDIVIDUAL 
SUBSTANCES 

Carcinogenic etrects. For carcinogens, risks 
are _estimated as the incremental probability of an 
individual developing cancer over a lifetime as a 
result of exposure to the potential carcinogen 
(i.e., incremental or excess individual lifetime 
cancer risk). The guidelines provided in this 
section are consistent with EPA's (1986a) 
Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment. For 
some carcinogens, there may be sufficient 
information on mechanism of action that a 
modification of the approach outlined below is 
warranted. Alternative approaches may be 
considered in consultation with ECAO on a case
by-<:ase basis. 

The slope factor (SF) convens estimated daily 
intakes averaged over a lifetime of exposure 
directly to incremental risk of an individual 
developing cancer. Because relatively low intakes 
(compared to those experienced by test animals) 
are most likely from environmental exposures at 
Superfund sites, it generally can be assumed that 
the dose-response relationship will be linear in the 
low-dose ponion of the multistage model dose
response curve. (See the Background Document 
2 of IRIS for a discussion of the multistage 
modeL) Under this assumption, the slope factor 
is a constant, and risk will be directly related to 
intake. Thus, the linear form of the carcinogenic 
risk equation is usually applicable for estimating 
Superfund site risks. This linear low-dose 
equation is descnbed in the next box. 

. LINEAR LOW-DOSE CANCER 
RISK EQUATION 

Risk= CDI x SF 

where: 

Risk = a unitless probability (e.g., 2 x-
. · 1()5) of an individual developing 

·cancer; 

CDI •-·~---.chronicdaily intake averaged over 
1o·yw-s. (mg/k_g~}; •and 

SF · •· = slope factor, expressed in (mg/kg· 
.. dayri. .· ... ··. 

· .. : .. · .· 

The: CDI ~identi!Jcd it! Exhibits 6-11 through 6-l9 and 
6-22 md the SF i:s. identified :ia Em! bit 7"3- • · ·.· 

However, this linear equation is valid only at 
low risk levels (Le., below estimated risks of 0.01). 
For sites where chemical intakes might be high 
(Le., risk above 0.01), an alternate calculation 
equation should be used. The one-hit equation, 
which is consistent with the linear low-dose model 
given above and descnbed in the box on page 
8-11, should be used instead. 

Because the slope factor is often an upper 
95th percentile confidence limit of the probability 
of response based on experimental animal data 
used in the multistage model, the carcinogenic risk 
estimate will generally be an upper-bound 
estimate. This means that EPA is reasonably 
confident that the "true risk" will not exceed the 
risk estimate derived through use of this model 
and is likely to be less than that predicted. 

Noncarcinogenic effects. The measure used to 
descn"be the potential for noncarcinogenic toxicity 
to. occur in an individual is not expressed as the 
probability of an individual suffering an adverse 
effect. EPA does not at the present time use a 
probabilistic approach to estimating the potential 
for noncarcinogenic health effects. Instead, the 



EXHIBIT 8-2 

EXAMPLE OF TABLE FORMAT FOR CANCER RISK ESTIMATES 

- ----~·---

CD! 
CD! Adj. for SF Weight of Type of SF 

Chemical (mg!kg-day) Ahsmp. (mg!kg-day)" 1 Evidence C.ancer" Source 

-------

Exposure Pathway: Ingestion of Contaminated Private Well Water 

Benzene cuxxns· No 0.029• A• Leukemia HI:A 

Chlordane 0 (l(X)J5• No J.J• B2• IRIS 

Exposure Pathway: Ingestion of Contaminated Fish 

Chlordane O.()(JOOR• No 1.3• nz• IRIS 

Nearby Residential Popularion in Area Y -- Total Cancer Risk (weight of evidence predominantly B2)d 

• Values for Illustration only. 
" Identify type of cancer In this table for Class A carcinogens only. 
b All cancer risks should be expressed as one signlncant figure only. 
' Slope factor based on dose admlnislere(\ In drinking water and assumed absorption fraction of 1.0. 
J Summarize weight of evidence for carcinogens contributing most to the total cancer risk estimate. 

Chemical- Total Total 
SF Basis specific Pathway Exposure 
(Vehicle) Riskb Riskb Riskb 

Watet' 7~10 6 

Water ato 4 

aw·4 

Waret' 

3xl0 4 

SF = Slope Factor 
CD! = Chronic Dally Intake 
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EXAMPLE OF TABLE FORMAT FOR CHRONIC HAZARD INDEX ESTIMATES 

CDI Total 
Adjus.ted RID Pathway Exposure 

CD! for RID Confidence Critical RID RID Basis Uncertainty Modifying Hazard Hazard Hazard 
Chemical (mg/kg-day) Absorption (mg/kg-day) Level Effect Source (Vehicle) Adjustments Factor Quotienta Index" lndetl 

Exposure Pathway: Ingestion of O>ntaminated Private Well Water 

Phenol o.t• No 0.6• M Kidney, IRIS Water" H,A,S,L"d t• 0.2 
liver 

Nitrobenzene o.ooot• No 0.0005• M Several IRIS Water" H.A.S,L• t• 0.2 

Cyanide o.oooJ• No 0.02• M Thyroid IRIS Water" H.A• s• 002 
0.4b 

Exposure Pathway: Ingestion or Contaminated Fish 

Phenol 0.08• Yes 0.6• M Kidney, IRIS Water" H,A,S,L"d t• 0.1 
liver 

MEK 0.005• Yes 0.05" M CNS, IRIS Water" H.A,S• r• 0.1 
fetotox 

Nearby Residential Population In Area Y -- Total Chronic I Iazard Index 

• Values for Illustration only. 

a All hazard Indices and hazard quotients shnuhl 
be expressed as one significant figure only. 

b If the haz.ard Index is greater than 1.0, see 
Section 8.2.2 for guidance on possible 
segregation of hazard Index by endpoint. 

c RID expressed as administered dose. 
d Uncertainty adjustment of 1,000 used to 

represent combined If, A, S, & L cxtrapolatinns. 

Abbreviations for Uncertainty Adjustments: 
Factor of 10 used for each adjustment, 
unless indicated otherwise. 

II "' variation In human sensitlvily 
A "' animal to human extrapolation 
S "' extrapolation from subchronic to chronic NOAEL 
L "' extrapolation from LOAEL to NOAEL 

c,mfidcnce Level: L "' low, M "' medium, II = high. 

MF =: Modifying factor for EPA verified 
RIDs. This factor represents profes
sional judgment on overall data base 
not specifically addressed by 
uncertainty adjustments. 

CD! "' Chronic Daily Intake 
RID =: Chronic Reference Dose 



EXIIIBIT 8-4 

EXAMPLE OF TABLE FORMAT FOR SIJBCHRONIC HAZARD INDEX ESTIMATES 

Chemical 
SOl 

(mg/kg-day) 

SDI 
Adjusted for 
Absorption 

RID, 
(mg/kd-day) 

Critical 
Effect 

RID, 
Source 

IUD, 
RID, Basis Uncertainty 
(Vehicle) Adjustments 

Exposure Pathway: Ingestion of Cuntaminated Schoolyard Soil/Six Years 

Manganese o.m• Yes 0.5• CNS, IlEA Wate.-c 
repro. 

Selenium O.O<XJB• Yes O.IX)4• Several IlEA Water 

Mercury O.O<XlOt• Yes 0.000)• CNS IlEA Water 

Tin 0.006• No ()6• Liver, IlEA Food' 
kidney 

Nearby Elementary Schoolyard -- Total Suhchronic !Iazard Index 

• Values for Illustration only. 

a All haurd Indices and haurd quotients should 
be expressed as one significant figure only. 

b If hazard index is greater than 1.0, sec 
Section 8.2_2 for guidance on possible 
segregation or haurd index by endpoinl. 

c RIDs expressed as administered dose. 

Abbreviations for Uncertainty Adjustments: 
Factor of 10 used for each adjustment, 
unless indicated otherwise. 

I I ~ variation in human sensitivity 
A "" animal ro human extrapolation 
L "" extrapolation from I.OAEL to NOAEL 

If, A• 

ll,A• 

If• 

II, A• 

Modifying Haurd 
Factor Quotienta 

I • O.ll4 

].5• 0.2 

t• 0.03 

1" 0.01 

Pathway 
llaurd 
Index" 

Total 
Exposure 
!hurd 
Index" 

MF = Modifying factor for EPA RID,.s. 
This factor represents professional 
judgment on overall data base not 
specifically addressed by uncertainty 
a<ljustments. 

SDI = Suhchronic Daily Intake 
IUD, = Subchronic Heference Dose 
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EXPlANATION OF SAMPLE TABLE FORMAT 
. FOR CANCER RISKESTIMATES 

. . 
.· .·.· 

... . .-:: .. 

A ~le uble !onnatJor ~i cancer risk estimatQ 1.1 provided in Exhibit 8-2. For each baseline ri3k• 3SSeS$IIlent, 
at leas,t two swnmaty table$ gi:nerally .would .be required: ••• one fOr current land. uses and. one. for future. land uses. In the 
example provided in Ethibit 8-Z; two exposure pathways were determiJled to contribute to exposure or a nearby residential 
population under current :land .USe:/ ingestion of private WI: II water contammated with bei:izenc and chlordane and ingestion of 
fish contaminated· with chlord3ne.; Moreover; a subset of the population in ··Arf2 ·. Y was .apilsed to the· maximal well water 
contamination and eonsur.oed moi-e locally caught fish than the remainder of the riearby. population. · 

· .. ;·.: ::-<";.: .. ····::-:-.':"·.·::· .. -::·.·.·:." .·:·· .. :.::. ·< ":·····:··:;.·.:·· .... ··:>·.·.·.···.::---··-:·····. . .··. . ·< 

Values for t~ chrclllic: ~y~ta};~ ((J:)I), ~ged over a litetiD1~; ot ~ contaminant t,j eai:b ~re pathway would 
be obtained from a. table SUch as tlw. shawn in Exhibit ~22. .ne CDI via ~ll water. was. not Adjusted far relative. absorption 
efficiency becaUse the stope !actors for. tht!Se substances assume ingestion .in ~er and an absorption fraction of LO~. The CD I 
for chlordane in. fish 'W3S not adjUsted fOr .Vehicle o! exposure (i.e.> food verSus Water) because absorption efficiency data were 
limited, and a relative absorption !ractlon ot 1.0 was used as a cOnservative assumption. If, for e:mmple, available data had 
indicated that only 10 percent of chlordaneingested with fish \$absorbed, the CDl could have been adjusted downward to 
0.000008 mgt1cg-day (i.e.. 0,00008 mgllcg-day ~ 0.10 relative absorption fraction). 

Values tor the slope ~ctoo (SfJ, \\'cight~-evidence cfassific:ltion, type or cancer (for ~A carcinogens}, reference 
source of the SF, and basis oftbeSF (vehicle of admini3tration and absorption efficiency) would be obtained from a table such 
as that sh<iwn in Exhibit 7-3. The chemical~ mks 'Wen: calollatci from the CDI and SF using .the liDeai IOVk!ose cano:r 
mk equation· (mt ,... CD! x SF).: 'l:be total pathWay risk for fugesdon or prMite well water iJ .the: sum of the two cbeiDical
specific risks for that pathway. The total risk estimate tor the nearby residential population m area y is the sum of the cancer 
risks for the two patliwa)'s. Note lh3t ii is impOrtant to swnmaiizC the Weight of evidence for tbe carcinogens contributing m011t 
to the total cancer mk. estimate; in this ~pie, chlordane; a aass.B2 carcinogen, accounted for most of the nsk: .. 

... .. ·.·· ..-: .. ·. 

EXPLANATION OFSAMPLE TABLE FORMAT 
.. FORCHRONIC.HAZARD INDEX ESTIMATES 

A sample table format fur~~~: ~ Wda dtimatc! is• pr~ided In Elhlbii 8-3. For eacb.~line risk 
a=ment, at least two summ8q tables generally would be r'equin:d: one for .eurreni. land uses 8nd one for future land uses. 
In the example pi:'CMded in E:dllbii 8:-3, two ~ure pathwaYs Were: determined to contribute to cx:poSure of a nearby' roidential 

... population. under: ctirreru laJJd .iJsc: ingestiort of private .Well water containiitaied with phenOl,. nitrobenzene; and. cyanide and 
ingestion of. fish contaminated with .Jlhenol and. methyl.ethyl1cetone (MEK) .. Moreaver, a. subset. of. the population in Area Y 
was exposed to the maximal well water contaminatfcn. and Consumed more locally caught fish than the temainder of the nearby 
population. · · ·. ·.·.· · .· · · · · .· · 

Values for the chronic daily lnutke • (CD I), averaged over the period Ot exposure,· of each. cootaminant by each c:q>OSure 
pathway would be obtained from a table 3Uch M that 3hcwn in Exhibit 6~22. The CDI via: well water Wll3 not adjusted for 
relative absorption efficiency beCause the RIDs. tor these substanCC$ are based on ingestion in water and an absorption fraction 
of 1.0. The CDI for .phenOl and }.{EK m.fish was not .adjt.LS!ed forveb.icle or exposure (i.e.,.food venu.s water) because 
absorption efficiency data were Jimited, and a relative absorprlon fraction of Ul was ttsed as a conServative assumption. If,. for 
example, available' data had iDdkated thatollly 2G percent or MEK fugested .with fish ~absorbed. the CDI for MEK. could have 
been adjusted do\w.wan!.to ().061 ~~y (i.~ 0,005 mg/kg~y~0.20 relative absorptioil dfidenq). . 

Values ·for •the ~ ~fkf~~ ~~ ~ ~e RID, cltkai.e~ecf, OOIJl'Ce of the• va)JJe, alldbam of. tbe RID .(vehide of 
administrnoori • iltl.d ab!lc)[ptiOO.>efficiency) .. wOO!d be obtained trom .a. table. such • .as .. that shown in Exhibit 7-2. The chemical·· 
specific haziin:l ctuOtknts are eqU2.J tc) the crn divided by the RID; ne total pathWay hmnf indo: for ingestion of private ~II 

::~e~~~~Cb~¥~~\I;;;;~~rf~~.~~~~ indeX estimate for the nearby· 

Note that J~u ~t~ ~$;ifi~ tJiJ ~~eff~s cif~g~ suh,tancowben ap~priate referenced~ 
are available. •..•. For i:ltimpre, Jn an ac.tllal (nsk asse:ssmeilt · of. the Cl!en:ricab summarized .1n ·:.Exhibit . ~22.< the •· potential 
OOilC3rcinogeriic effects ()f ~rie ~e>UJd ~ evaluated and appropriate entri~ made in tables $ui:b as. those showti in Exhibits.·. 
7-2 and 8-3 •. ·• · .······•••·•··•···· < : < •• : ·· .• ·.•· .• • .•. •· ••• • .•• • •• •••• .••• ·.·.',•·.•.••.·.··.·.·.• .• •.·.:·.·.· .. ·• ••. / · · · ·· .· · · .· .· · ··.. .· ·. · · · ·.. · · ·· · · · ·• · 

.... · .· .. -:····-:·:· :< ·::::::::.:::; ~:/{~/(:; 



ONE-HIT EQUATION FOR IDGH 
CARCINOGENIC RISK LEVELS 

Risk = 1 - exp(-CDI x SF) 

where: 

Risk = a unitless probability (e.g., 2 x 
1 ()5) ·of an individual 
developing cancer, 

exp = the exponential; 

CDI = chronic daily intake averaged 
·over 70 years (mglkg-day); and 

SF = slope factor, in (mglkg-day)"l. 

potential for noncarcinogenic effects is evaluated 
by comparing an exposure level over a specified 
time period (e.g., lifetime) with a reference dose 
derived for a similar exposure period. This ratio 
of exposure to toxicity is called a hazard quotient 
and is described in the box in the opposite 
column. 

The noncancer hazard quotient assumes that 
there is a level of exposure (i.e., RID) below 
which it is unlikely for even sensitive populations 
to experience adverse health effects. If the 
exposure level (E) exceeds this threshold (i.e., if 
E/RfD exceeds unity), there may be concern for 
potential noncancer effects. As a rule, the greater 
the value of E/RfD above unity, the greater the 
level of concern. Be sure, however, not to 
interpret ratios of E/RtD as statistical 
probabilities; a ratio of 0.001 does not mean that 
there is a one in one thousand chance of the 
effect occurring. Furthtr, it is important to 
emphasize that the level of concern does not 
increase linearly as the RID is approached or 
exceeded because RIDs do not have equal 
accuracy or precision and are not based on the 
same severity of toxic effects. Thus, the slopes of 
the dose-response curve in excess of the RID can 
range widely depending on the substance. 

Three exposure durations that will need 
separate consideration for the possibility of 
adverse noncarcinogenic health effects are chronic, 
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NONCANCER HAZARD QUOTIENT 

Noncancer Hazard Quotient = E/RfD 

where: 

E = exposure level (or intake)~ 

RID= reference dose; and 

E and RID are expressed in the same 
units and represent the same exposure 
period (Le .• chronic; subchronic, or 
shorter-term). 

subchronic, and shorter-term exposures. As 
guidance for Superfund, chronic exposures for 
humans range in duration from seven years to a 
lifetime; such long-term exposures are almost 
always of concern for Superfund sites (e.g., 
inhabitants of nearby residences, year-round users 
of specified drinking water sources). Subchronic 
human exposures range in duration from two 
weeks to seven years (as a Superfund program 
guideline) and are often of concern at Superfund 
sites. For example, children might attend a junior 
high school near the site for no more than two or 
three years. Exposures less than two weeks in 
duration are occasionally of concern at Superfund 
sites. For example, if chemicals known to be 
developmental toxicants are present at a site, 
short-term exposures of only a day or two can be 
of concern. 

8.2.2 AGGREGATE RISKS FOR l\fULTIPLE 
SUBSTANCES 

At most Superfund sites, one must assess 
potential health effects of more than one chemical 
(both carcinogens and other toxicants). 
Estimating risk or hazard potential by considering 
one chemical at a time might significantly 
underestimate the risks associated with 
simultaneous exposures to several substances. To 
assess the overall potential for cancer and 
noncancer effects posed by multiple chemicals, 
EPA (1986b) has developed Guidelines for the 
Health Risk Assessment of Chemical Mixtures that 
can also be applied to the case of simultaneous 
exposures to several chemicals from a variety of 
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sources by more than one exposure pathway. 
Although the calculation procedures differ for 
carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic effects, both sets 
of procedures assume dose additivity in the 
absence of information on specific mixtures. 

Information on specific mixtures found at 
Superfund sites is rarely available. Even if such 
data exist, they are often difficult to use. 
Monitoring for "mixtures" or modeling the 
movement of mixtures across space and time 
present technical problems given the likelihood 
that individual components will behave differently 
in the environment (i.e., fate and transport). If 
data are available on the mixtures present at the 
site, but are not adequate to support a 
quantitative evaluation, note the information in 
the "assumptions" documentation. 

Carcinogenic effects. The cancer risk equation 
described in the box below estimates the 
incremental individual lifetime cancer risk for 
simultaneous exposure to several carcinogens and 
is based on EPA's (1986a,b) risk assessment 
guidelines. This equation represents an 
approximation of the precise equation for 
combining risks which accounts for the joint 
probabilities of the same individual developing 
cancer as a conseJuence of exposure to two or 
more carcinogens. The difference between the 
precise equation and the approximation described 
in the box is negligible for total cancer risks less 
than 0.1. Thus, the simple additive equation is 
appropriate for most Superfund risk assessments. 

CANCER RISK EQUATION·FOR 
MULTIPLE SUBSTANCES 

RiskT = ~ Riskt 

··where: 

··················Iliski••·==•·••ili#•••t§~···~cer···~~·••·eX})r~ed . . . :15 * ~Ilitl~ipr<ib~bility; and. 

......•.• ~kt·· =th~ ~~ ~timate tor the ~ .. .. .... ...... ··.• . subStance> •···· ... . 

The risk summation techniques described in 
the box on this page and in the footnote assume 
that intakes of individual substances are small. 
They also assume independence of action by the 
compounds involved (i.e., that there are no 
synergistic or antagonistic chemical interactions 
and that all chemicals produce the same effect, 
i.e., cancer). If these assumptions are incorrect, 
over- or under-estimation of the actual multiple
substance risk could result. 

Calculate a separate total cancer risk for each 
exposure pathway by summing the substance
specific cancer risks. Resulting cancer risk 
estimates should be expressed using one significant 
figure onlv. Obviously, the total cancer risk for 
each pathway should not exceed 1. E.'l:hibit 8-2 
provides a sample table format for presenting 
estimated cancer risks for specified exposure 
pathways in the "Total Pathway Risk" column. 

There are several limitations to this approach 
that must be acknowledged. First, because each 
slope factor is an upper 95th percentile estimate 
of potency, and because upper 95th percentiles of 
probability distributions are not strictly additive, 
the total cancer risk estimate might become 
anificially more conservative as risks from a 
number of different carcinogens are summed. If 
one or two carcinogens drive the risk, however, 
this problem is not of concern. Second, it often 
will be the case that substances with different 
weights of evidence for human carcinogenicity are 
included. The cancer risk equation for multiple 
substances sums all carcinogens equally, giving as 
much weight to class B or C as to class A 
carcinogens. In addition, slope factors derived 
from animal data will be given the same weight as 
slope factors derived from human data. Finally, 
the action of two different carcinogens might not 
be independent. New tools for assessing 
carcinogen interactions are becoming available 
(e.g., Arcos et al. 1988), and should be considered 
in consultation with the RPM. The significance 
of these concerns given the circumstances at a 
panicular site should be discussed and presented 
with the other information described in Section 
8.6 . 

Noncarcinogenic effects. To assess the overall 
potential for noncarcinogenic effects posed by 
more than one chemical, a hazard index (HI) 
approach has been developed based on EPA's 



(1986b) Guidelines for Health Risk Assessment of 
Chemical Mixtures. This approach assumes that 
simultaneous subthreshold exposures to several 
chemicals could result in an adverse health effect. 
It also assumes that the magnitude of the adverse 
effect will be proportional to the sum of the ratios 
of the subthreshold exposures to acceptable 
exposures. The hazard index is equal to the sum 
of the hazard quotients, as described in the box 
below, where E and the RID represent the same 
exposure period (e.g., subchronic, chronic, or 
shorter-term). When the hazard index exceeds 
unity, there may be concern for potential health 
effects. While any single chemical with an 
exposure level greater than the toxicity value will 
cause the hazard index to exceed unity, for 
multiple chemical exposures, the hazard index can 
also exceed unity even if no single chemical 
exposure exceeds its RID. 

NONCANCER HAZARD INDEX 

Hazard Index = Ez/RfD 1 + E2/RtD2 + ... 
+ Ej{RfDt 

where: 

= exposure level (or intake) for 
the ith toxicant; • · 

= reference dose for the ith 
toxicant; and 

E and RID are expressed in the same 
units.and represent the same ·exposure 
period (i.e., chronic, subchronic, ·or 
shorter~term). 

It is important to calculate the hazard index 
separately for chronic, subchronic, and shorter
term exposure periods as described below. It is 
also important to remember to include RIDs for 
the noncancer effects of carcinogenic substances. 

(1) Noncarcinogenic effects chronic 
exposures. For each chronic exposure 
pathway (i.e., seven year to lifetime 
exposure), calculate a separate chronic 
hazard index from the ratios of the chronic 
daily intake (CD I) to the chronic reference 
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dose (RID) for individual chemicals as 
desCribed in the box below. Exhibit 8-3 
provides a sample table format for 
recording these results in the "Pathway 
Hazard Index" column. 

CHRONIC NONCANCER HAZARD 
INDEX 

Chronic 
Hazard Index = CDI1JRID1 + CDI2!RID2 

+ ... + CDii/RIDi 

where: 

CDii = chronic daily intake for the ith 
toxicant in mg/kg-day, and 

· ·. RfDi = chronic reference dose for the 
ith·toxicant in mglkg-day. 

The CDI is identified in Exhibits 6~11 through 6-19 
and 0-22 and the RID is identified in Exhibit 7-2. 

(2) Noncarcinogenic effects -- subchronic 
exposures. For each subchronic exposure 
pathway (i.e., two week to seven year 
exposure), calculate a separate subchronic 
hazard index from the ratios of the 
subchronic daily intake (SDI) to the 
subchronic reference dose CRIDs) for 
individual chemicals as described in the box 
on the next page. Exhibit 8-4 provides a 
sample table format for recording these 
results in the "Pathway Hazard Index" 
column. Add only those ratios 
corresponding to subchronic exposures that 
will be occuiring simultaneously. 

(3) Noncarcinogenic effects -- less than two 
week exposures. The same procedure may 
be applied for simultaneous shorter-term 
exposures to several chemicals. For 
drinking water exposures, 1- and 10-day 
Health Advisories can be used as reference 
toxicity values. Depending on available 
data, a separate hazard index might also be 
calculated for developmental toxicants 
(using RIDtflS), which might cause adverse 
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SUBCHRONICNONCANCER 
HAZAR.n·•INDEX 

Subcbronic .. ·· .· ....... . 
Hazard· Index = SDI.i!RfD.r1+SDI2f'RID,2 

.·. + ... + SDii/RID.n 

where~ 

·····sDI· 
: .. J 

. . < ........ ·. ·.···· .. · 

= . subcbl"oruc aail}' illf:.ike for the .· 
· ... ith t<>xic:antili mg,tkg-day; and .. 

RID.Ii = subc~o~id ~ef~tence: <{()se for 
the i0 tOxicant. in mg.tkg-day~ 

effects following exposures of only a few 
days. See Guidelines for the Health 
Assessment of Suspect Developmental 
Toxicants (EPA 1986c; EPA 1989) for 
further guidance. 

There are several limitations to this approach 
that must be acknowledged. As mentioned earlier, 
the level of concern does not increase linearly as 
the reference dose is approached or exceeded 
because the RIDs do not have equal accuracy or 
precision and are not based on the same severity 
of effect. Moreover, hazard quotients are 
combined for substances with RIDs based on 
critical effects of varying toxicological significance. 
Also, it will often be the case that RIDs of 
varying levels of confidence that include different 
uncertainty adjustments and modifying factors will 
be combined (e.g., extrapolation from animals to 
humans, from LOAELs to NOAELs, from one 
exposure duration to another). 

Another limitation with the hawrd index 
approach is that the assumption of dose additivity 
is most properly applied to compounds that 
induce the same effect by the same mechanism of 
action. Consequently, application of the hazard 
index equation to a number of compounds that 
are not expected to induce the same type of 
effects or that do not act by the same mechanism, 
although appropriate as a screening-level 
approach, could overestimate the potential for 

effects. This possibility is generally not of concern 
if only one or two substances are responsible for 
driving the HI above unity. If the HI is greater 
than unity as a consequence of summing several 
hazard quotients of similar value, it would be 
appropriate to segregate the compounds by effect 
and by mechanism of action and to derive 
separate hazard indices for each group. 

Segregation of hazard indices. Segregation of 
hazard indices by effect and mechanism of action 
can be complex and time-consuming because it is 
necessary to identify all of the major effects and 
target organs for each chemical and then to 
classify the chemicals according to target organ(s) 
or mechanism of action. This analvsis is not 
simple and should be performed by a toxicologist. 
If the segregation is not carefully done, an 
underestimate of true hazard could result. Agency 
review of particularly complex or controversial 
cases can be requested of ECAO through the 
regional risk assessment support staff. 

The procedure for recalculating the hazard 
index by effect and by mechanism of action is 
briefly described in the box on the next page. If 
one of the effect-specific hazard indices exceeds 
unity, consideration of the mechanism of action 
might be warranted. A strong case is required, 
however, to indicate that two compounds which 
produce adverse effects on the same organ system 
(e.g., liver), although by different mechanisms, 
should not be treated as dose additive. Any such 
determination should be reviewed by ECAO. 

If there are specific data germane to the 
assumption of dose-additivity (e.g., if two 
compounds are present at the same site and it is 
known that the combination is five times more 
toxic than the sum of toxicities for the two 
compounds), then modify the development of the 
hazard index accordingly. Refer to the EPA 
(1986b) mixtures guidelines for discussion of a 
hazard index equation that incorporates 
quantitative interaction data. If data on chemical 
interactions are available, but are not adequate to 
support a quantitative assessment, note the 
information in the "assumptions• being 
documented for the site risk assessment. 



PROCEDURE FOR SEGREGATION OF 
HAZARD INDICES BY EFFEcr 

Segregation of hazard indices requires identification 
of the major effects of each chemical, including those 
seen at higher doses than the critical effect (e-g., the 
chemical may cause liver damage at a dose m 100 
mgikg-day and neurotoxicity at a dose of 25(} mg./kg
day). Major effect categories include neurotoxicity, 
developmental toxicity, reproductive toxicity, 
i mmunotoxicily, and adverse effects by target organ (i.e., 
hepatic, renal, respiratory, _cardiovascular; 
gastrointestinal, hematological, musculoskeletal, and 
dermaVocular effects). Although higher exposure levek 
may be required to produce adverse health effects other 
than the critical effect, the RID can be used as the 
toxicity value for each effect category as a conservative 
and simplifying step. 

.. 

INFORMATION SOURCES FOR 
SEGREGATION OF HAZARD INDICFS 

Of the available information sources, the ATSDR 
Toxicological Proffies are wen suited jn format and 
content to alfow a rapid determination of additional 
health effects that may occur at exposure levels higher 
than those that produce the critical effect. Readen 
should be aware that the ATSDR definitions of 
exposure durations are somewhat different than EPA't. 
and are independent of species; acute - up to 14 days; 
intermediate - more than 14 days. to l year; cllionic 
- greater than one year. IRIS contains only limited 
information on health effects beyond the crilical effect, 
and EPA criteria documents and HEA.s, HEEPs, and 
HEEDs may not systematically cover all health effects 
obsetVed at doses higher those associated 'i'lith the most 
sensitive effects. 

8.3 COMBINING RISKS ACROSS 
EXPOSURE PATHWAYS 

This section gives directions for combining the 
multi-chemical risk estimates across exposure 
pathways and provides guidance for determining 
when such aggregation is appropriate. 

In some Superfund site situations, an 
individual might be exposed to a substance or 
combination of substances through several 
pathways. For example, a single individual might 
be exposed to substance(s) from a hazardous waste 
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site by consuming contaminated drinking water 
from a well, eating contaminated fish caught near 
the site, and through inhalation of dust originating 
from the site. The total exposure to various 
chemicals will equal the sum of the exposures by 
all pathways. One should not automatically sum 
risks from all exposure pathways evaluated for a 
site, however. The following subsections describe 
how to identify exposure pathways that should be 
combined and, for these, how to sum cancer risks 
and noncancer hazard indices across multiple 
exposure pathways. 

8.3.1 IDENTIFY REASONABLE EXPOSURE 
PATHWAY COMBINATIONS 

There are two steps required to determine 
whether risks or hazard indices for two or more 
pathways should be combined for a single exposed 
individual or group of individuals . The first is to 
identify reasonable exposure pathway 
combinations. The second is to examine whether 
it is likely that the same individuals would 
consistentlv face the "reasonable maximum 
exposure" (RME) by more than one pathway. 

Identify exposure pathways that have the 
potential to expose the same individual or 
subpopulation at the key exposure areas evaluated 
in the exposure assessment, making sure to 
consider areas of highest exposure for each 
pathway for both current and future land uses 
(e.g., nearest downgradient well, nearest downwind 
receptor). For each pathway, the risk estimates 
and hazard indices have been developed for a 
particular exposure area and time period; they do 
not necessarily apply to other locations or time 
periods. Hence, if two pathways do not affect the 
same individual or subpopulation, neither 
pathway's individual risk estimate or hazard index 
affects the other, and risks should not be 
combined. 

Once reasonable exposure pathway 
combinations have been identified, it is necessary 
to examine whether it is likely that the same 
individuals would consistentlv face the RME as 
estimated by the methods described in Chapter 6. 
Remember that the RME estimate for each 
exposure pathway includes many conservative and 
upper-bound parameter values and assumptions 
(e.g., upper 95th confidence limit on amount of 
water ingested, upper-bound duration of occupancy 
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of a single residence). Also, some of the exposure 
parameters are not predictable in either space or 
time (e.g., maximum downwind concentration may 
shift compass direction, maximum ground-water 
plume concentration may move past a well). For 
real world situations in which contaminant 
concentrations vary over time and space, the same 
individual may or may not experience the &\JE 
for more than one pathway over the same period 
of time. One individual might face the RME 
through one pathway, and a different individual 
face the RME through a different pathway. Only 
if you can explain why the key RME assumptions 
for more than one pathway apply to the same 
individual or subpopulation should the RME risks 
for more than one pathway be combined. 

In some situations, it may be appropriate to 
combine one pathway's RME risks with other 
pathways' risk estimates that have been derived 
from more typical exposure parameter values. In 
this way, resulting estimates of combined pathway 
risks may better relate to RME conditions. 

If it is deemed appropriate to sum risks and 
hazard indices across pathways, the risk assessor 
should clearly identify those exposure pathway 
combinations for which a total risk estimate or 
hazard index is being developed. The rationale 
supporting such combinations should also be 
clearly stated. Then, using the methods described 
in Sections 8.3.2 and 8.3.3, total cancer risk 
estimates and hazard indices should be developed 
for the relevant exposure areas and individuals (or 
subpopulations). For example, Exhibits 8-2 and 
8-3 illustrate the combination of cancer risk 
estimates and chronic noncancer hazard indices. 
respectively, for a hypothetical nearby residential 
population exposed to contaminants from a site 
by two exposure pathways: drinking contaminated 
ground water from private wells and ingestion of 
contaminated fish caught in the local river. In 
this hypothetical example, it is "known" that the 
few families living next to the site consume more 
locally caught fish than the remaining community 
and have the most highly contaminated wells of 
the area. 

The following two subsections describe how to 
sum risks and hazard indices for multiple exposure 
pathways for carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic 
substances, respectively. 

8.3.2 SUM CANCER RISKS 

First, sum the cancer risks for each exposure 
pathway contributing to exposure of the same 
individual or subpopulation. For Superfund r.isk 
assessments, cancer risks from various exposure 
pathways are assumed to be additive, as long as 
the risks are for the same individuals and time 
period (i.e., less-than-lifetime exposures have all 
been converted to equivalent lifetime exposures). 
This summation is described in the box below. 
The sample table format given in Exhibit 8-2 
provides a place to record the total cancer risk 
estimate. 

CANCER RISK EQUATION FOR 
MULTIPLE PATHWAYS 

.Touil.Exposure.Cancer Risk = 
. ···. ·.:·· .· ... .: .· 

...... ·· ... . 
··. . ........ . 

. • \ Rls~(exposure pa ~hway1). + 
> Risk( exposure pathway2) + ..... + 

Risk(eiposure pathwayi) 

As described in Section 8.2.2, although the 
exact equation for combining risk probabilities 
includes terms for joint risks, the difference 
between the exact equation and the approximation 
described above is negligible for total cancer risks 
of less than 0.1. 

8.3.3 SUM NONCANCER HAZARD ThTIICES 

To assess the overall potential for 
noncarcinogenic effects posed by several exposure 
pathways, the total hazard index for each exuosure 
duration (i.e .. chronic, subchronic. and shorter
term) should be calculated separatelv. This 
equation is described in the box on the next page. 
The sample table format given in Exhibit 8-3 
provides a place to record the total exposure 
hazard index for chronic exposure durations. 

When the total hazard index for an exposed 
individual or group of individuals exceeds unity, 
there may be concern for potential noncancer 
health effects. For multiple exposure pathways, 
the hazard index can exceed unity even if no 
single exposure pathway hazard index exceeds 
unity. If the total hazard index exceeds unity and 



HAZARD INDEX EQUATION FOR 
MULTIPLE PATHWAYS 

Total Exposure Hazard Index = 

Hazard Index(exposure pathway1) + 
Hazard Index(exposure pathway2) + ...... + 
Hazard Index( exposure pathway1) 

where: 

Total Exposure Hazard Index is 
calculated separately for chronic, 
subchronic, and shorter-term exposure 
periods. · 

if combining exposure pathways has resulted in 
combining hazard indices based on different 
chemicals, one may need to consider segregating 
the contributions of the different chemicals 
according to major effect (see Section 8.2.2.). 

8.4 ASSESSMENT AND 
PRESENTATION OF 
UNCERTALVfY 

This section discusses practical approaches to 
assessing uncertainty in Superfund site risk 
assessments and describes ways to present key 
information bearing on the level of confidence in 
quantitative risk estimates for a site. The risk 
measures used in Superfund site risk assessments 
usually are not fullv probabilistic estimates of risk, 
but conditional estimates given a considerable 
number of assumptions about exposure and 
toxicity (e.g., risk given a particular future land 
use). Thus, it is important to fully specify the 
assumptions and uncertainties inherent in the risk 
assessment to place the risk estimates in proper 
perspective. Another use of uncertainty 
characterization can be to identify areas where a 
moderate amount of additional data collection 
might significantly improve the basis for selection 
of a remedial alternative. 

Highly quantitative statistical uncertainty 
analysis is usually not practical or necessary for 
Superfund site risk assessments for a number of 

reasons, not the least of which are the resource 
requirements to collect and analyze site data in 
such a '!'ay that the results can be presented as 
valid probability distributions. As in all 
environmental risk assessments, it already is 
known that uncertainty about the numerical 
results is generally large (i.e., on the range of at 
least an order of magnitude or greater). 
Consequently, it is more important to identify the 
key site-related variables and assumptions that 
contribute most to the uncertainty than to 

precisely quantify the degree of uncertainty in the 
risk assessment. Thus, the focus of this section is 
on qualitative/semi-quantitative approaches that 
can yield useful information to decision-makers for 
a limited resource investment. 

There are several categories of uncertainties 
associated with site risk assessments. One is the 
initial selection of substances used to characterize 
exposures and risk on the basis of the sampling 
data and available toxicity information. Other 
sources of uncertainty are inherent in the toxicitv 
values for each substance used to characterize risk. 
Additional uncertainties are inherent in the 
exposure assessment for individual substances and 
individual exposures. These uncertainties are 
usually driven by uncertainty in the chemical 
monitoring data and the models used to estimate 
exposure concentrations in the absence of 
monitoring data, but can also be driven by 
population intake parameters. Finally, additional 
uncertainties are incorporated in the risk 
assessment when exposures to several substances 
across multiple pathways are summed. 

The following subsections describe how to 
summarize and discuss important site-specific 
exposure uncertainties and the more general 
toxicity assessment uncertainties. 

8.4.1 IDENTIFY At"l"D EVALUATE 
IMPORTANT SITE-SPECIFIC 
UNCERTAL.VIY FACTORS 

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment 
typically include most of the site-specific 
uncertainties inherent in risk characterization, and 
thus are particularly important to summarize for 
each site. In risk assessments in general, and in 
the exposure assessment in particular, several 
sources of uncertainty need to be addressed: (1) 
definition of the physical setting, (2) model 
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applicability and assumptions, (3) transport, fate, 
and exposure parameter values, and (4) tracking 
uncertainty, or how uncertainties are magnified 
through the various steps of the assessment. 
Some of these sources of uncertainty can be 
quantified while others are best addressed 
qualitatively. 

Definition of the physical setting. The initial 
characterization of the physical setting that defines 
the risk assessment for a Superfund site involves 
many professional judgments and assumptions. 
These include definition of the current and future 
land uses, identification of possible exposure 
pathwavs now and in the future, and selection of 
substances detected at the site to include in the 
quantitative risk assessment. In Superfund risk 
assessments, particular attention should be given 
to the following aspects of the definition of the 
physical setting. 

• Likelihood of exposure pathwavs and land 
uses actuallv occurring. A large pan of the 
risk assessment is the estimation of cancer 
risks or hazard indices that are conditional 
on the existence of the exposure conditions 
analyzed; e.g., g a residential development 
is built on the site 10 years from now, the 
health risks associated with contaminants 
from the site would be X. It is important 
to provide the RPM or other risk manager 
with infonnation related to the likelihood 
that the assumed conditions will occur to 
allow interpretation of a conditional risk 
estimate in the proper context. For 
example, if the probability that a residential 
development would be built on the site 10 
or 50 years from now is very small, 
different risk management decisions might 
be made than if the probability is high. 
Present the information collected during 
seeping and for the exposure assessment 
that will help the RPM to identify the 
relative likelihood of occurrence of each 
exposure pathway and land use, at least 
qualitatively (e.g., institutional land-use 
controls, zoning, regional development 
plans). 

• The chemicals not included in the 
quantitative risk estimate as a consequence 
of missing information on health effects or 
lack of quantitation in the chemical 

analysis may represent a significant source 
of uncertainty in the final risk estimates. 
If chemicals with known health effects were 
eliminated from the risk assessment on the 
basis of concentration or frequency of 
detection, one should now review and 
confirm whether or not any of the 
chemicals previously eliminated should 
actually be included. For substances 
detected at the site, but not included in the 
quantitative risk assessment because of data 
limitations, discuss possible consequences 
of the exclusion on the risk assessment. 

A checklist of uncertainty factors related to the 
definition of the physical setting is described in 
the box below. 

. . 

UST PHYSICALSEITING DEFINITION 
UNCERTAINTIES 

• 

• 

• 

Fo~~emica~ ~at inclUded ill.lhe quantitative risk 
as.sCssmeztt, ~esaibe briefly. 
- ieason for etclusion (e.g., quatity control), and 
- possible consequences of exclusion on risk 

assessment (e.g., because of widespread 
contamination;· undere:sr:imate of risk). 

For the·current land·uses describe: 
-• . rourco and quality of information,. and 
- · · ··qualitative wnfidence level. 

For the future land uses describe: 
. - · · · sources and quality of information, and 
• • information . reLited to. the likelihood of 

occurrence. 

• For each exposure pathWav, describe why pathway 
wu selected or not selected for evalt1.1tion (i.e., 
sample table [onnatfrom·Exhibit 6-8). 

• For each rombillation of pathways, describe any 
qualificatiollS ·regarding the selection of e:q>OSure 
patb}>;aJll.torisidered to contribute to e:q>o3ure of 

·.· lhe same IndMduai or group cC individuals over 
•the same. period of time.·· 

Model applicability and assumptions. There 
is always some doubt as to how well an exposure 
model or its mathematical expression (e.g., 
ground-water transport model) approximates the 
true relationships between site-specific 
environmental conditions. Ideally, one would like 
to use a fully validated model that accounts for all 
the known complexities in the parameter 



interrelationships for each assessment. At present, 
however, only simple, panially validated models 
are available and commonly used. As a 
consequence, it is important to identify key model 
assumptions (e.g., linearity, homogeneity, steady
state conditions, equilibrium) and their potential 
impact on the risk estimates. In the absence of 
field data for model validation, one could perform 
a limited sensitivity analysis (i.e., vary assumptions 
about functional relationships) to indicate the 
magnitude of uncenainty that might be associated 
with model form. At a minimum, one should list 
key model assumptions and indicate the potential 
impact of each on risk with respect to both 
direction and magnitude, as shown in the box 
below. A sample table format is presented in 
Exhibit 6-21 of Chapter 6. 

CHARACTERIZE. MODEL 
UNCERTAINTIES 

• Ust/Summarize' the ltey model assumptions. 

• Indicate the potential impact of each on risk: 

- direction (i.e.. may over- or Ulldere:stimare 
risk); and 

-magnitude (e.g .. order o( magnitude). 

Parameter value uncertainty. During the 
course of a risk assessment, numerous parameter 
values are included in the calculations of chemical 
fate and transpon and human intake. A first step 
in characterizing parameter value uncertainty in 
the baseline risk assessment is to identify the key 
parameters influencing risk. This US\lally can be 
accomplished by expen opinion or by an explicit 
sensitivity analysis. In a sensitivity analysis, the 
values of parameters suspected of driving the risks 
are varied and the degree to which changes in the 
input variables result in changes in the risk 
estimates are summarized and ccmpared (e.g., the 
ratio of the change in output to the change in 
input). It is imponant to summarize the 
uncertainty associated with key parameters, as 
described below. 

• Significant site data gaps might have 
required that certain parameter values be 
assumed for the risk assessment. For 
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example, no information on the frequency 
with which individuals swim in a nearby 
stream might be available for a site, and an 
assumed frequency and duration of 
swimming events based on a national 
average could have driven the exposure 
estimate for this pathway. 

• Significant data uncertainties might exist 
for other parameters, for example, whether 
or not the available soil concentration 
measurements are representative of the 
true distribution of soil contaminant 
concentrations. 

Tracking uncertainty. Ideally, one would like 
to carry through the risk assessment the 
uncertainty associated v.ith each parameter in 
order to characterize the uncenainty associated 
with the final risk estimates. A more practical 
approach for Superfund risk assessments is to 
describe qualitatively how the uncertainties might 
be magnified or biased through the risk models 
used. General quantitative, semi-quantitative, and 
qualitative approaches to uncertainty analysis are 
described below. 

Quantitative approach. Only on the rare 
occasions that an RPM may indicate the need for 
a quantitative uncenainty analysis should one be 
undenaken. As mentioned earlier, a highly 
quantitative statistical uncertainty analysis is 
usually not practical or necessary for Superfund 
sites. 

If a quantitative analysis is undertaken for a 
site, it is necessary to involve a statistician in the 
design and interpretation of that analysis. A 
quantitative approach to characterizing uncenainty 
might be appropriate if the exposure models are 
simple . and the values for the key input 
parameters are well known. In this case, the first 
step would be to characterize the probability 
distributions for key input parameter values 
(either using measured or assumed distributions). 
The second step would be to propagate parameter 
value uncertainties through the analysis using 
analytic (e.g., first-order Taylor series 
approximation) or numerical (e.g., Monte Carlo 
simulation) methods, as appropriate. Analytic 
methods might be feasible if there are a few 
parameters with known distributions and linear 
relationships. Numerical methods (e.g., Monte 
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Carlo simulation) can be suitable for more 
complex relationships, but must be done on a 
computer and can be resource intensive even with 
time-saving techniques (e.g., Latin Hypercube 
sampling). 

Two common techniques of propagating 
uncertainty are first-order analyses and Monte 
Carlo simulations. First-order analysis is based on 
the assumption that the total variance of a model 
output variable is a function of the variances of 
the individual model input variables and the 
sensitivity of the output variable to changes in 
input variables. The sensitivity of the output 
variable is defined by the first derivative of the 
function or model, which can be generated 
analytically or numerically. A Monte Carlo 
simulation estimates a distribution of exposures or 
risk by repeatedly solving the model equation(s). 
The probability distribution for each variable in 
the model must be defined. The computer selects 
randomly from each distribution every time the 
equation is solved. From the resulting output 
distribution of exposures or risk, the assessor can 
identify the value corresponding to any specified 
percentile (e.g., the 95th percentile in the 
exposure distribution). 

These quantitative techniques require 
definition of the distribution of all input 
parameters and knowledge of the degree of 
dependence (i.e., covariance) among parameters. 
The value of first-order analyses or Monte Carlo 
simulations in estimating exposure or risk 
probability distributions diminishes sharply if one 
or more parameter value distributions are poorly 
defined or must be assumed. These techniques 
also become difficult to document and to review 
as the number of model parameters increases. 
Moreover, estimating a probability distribution for 
exposures and risks can lead one into a false sense 
of certainty about the analysis. Even in the most 
comprehensive analyses, it will generally be true 
that not all of the sources of uncertainty can be 
accounted for or all of the parameter 
codependencies recognized. Therefore, in addition 
to documenting all input distributions and 
covariances, it is very important to identify all of 
the assumptions and incomplete information that 
have not been accounted for in the quantitative 
uncertainty analysis (e.g., likelihood that a 
particular land use will occur) when presenting the 
results. 

References descn'bing numerical methods of 
propagating uncertainty through a risk analysis 
include Burmaster and von Stackelberg (1988), 
Hoffman and Gardner (1983), Iman and Helton 
(1988), and NRC (1983). References describing 
analytic methods of tracking uncertainty include 
Hoffman and Gardner (1983), NRC (1983), 
Downing et al. (1985), and Benjamin and Cornell 
(1970). 

Semi-quantitative approach. Often available 
data are insufficient to fully describe parameter 
distributions, but are sufficient to describe the 
potential range of values the parameters might 
assume. In this situation, sensitivity analyses can 
be used to identify influential model input 
variables and to develop bounds on the 
distribution of exposure or risk. A sensitivity 
analysis can estimate the range of exposures or 
risk that result from combinations of minimum 
and maximum values for some parameters and 
mid-range values for others. The uncertainty for 
an assessment of this type could be characterized 
by presenting the ranges of exposure or risk 
generated by the sensitivity analysis and by 
describing the limitations of the data used to 
estimate plausible ranges of model input variables 
(EPA 1985). 

Qualitative approach. Sometimes, a qualitative 
approach is the most practical approach to 
describing uncertainty in Superfund site risk 
assessments given the use of the information (e.g., 
identifying areas where the results may be 
misleading). Often the most practical approach 
to characterizing parameter uncertainty will be to 
develop a quantitative or qualitative description of 
the uncertainty for each parameter and to simply 
indicate the possible influence of these 
uncertainties on the final risk estimates given 
knowledge of the models used (e.g., a specific 
ground-water transport model). A checklist of 
uncertainty factors related to the definition of 
parameters is described in the box on page 8-22. 
A sample table format is provided in b:hibit 
6-21 of Chapter 6. 

Consider presentation of information on kev 
parameter uncertainties in graphic form to 
illustrate clearly to the RPM or other risk 
managers the significance of various assumptions. 
For example, Exhibit 8-5 plots assumptions 
regarding contaminated fish ingestion and resulting 
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impacts on the cancer risk estimate for this 
exposure pathway. Exhibit 8-6 illustrates the 
significance of these same assumptions for the 
hazard index estimates for contaminated fish 
consumption. Additionally, maps showing 
isopleths of risks resulting from modeled air 
exposures such as emissions near the site may 
assist the RPM or risk manager in visualizing the 
significance of current or future site risks for a 
community. 

CHARACfERIZE FATE AND 
TRANSPORT AND EXPOSURE 
PARAMETER UNCERTAINTIES 

• List all key exposure assessment par.~meters (e.g., 
infiltration. rate, exposure duration, 
bioconcentration factors, body weight). 

• List the value used for each parameter and 
rationale for its selection. 

• Describe the measured or assumed parameter 
value distributions, if possible, considering: 

- total range; 

- shape of distribution. if known (e.g., log
normal); 

- mean (geometric or arithmetic) + standard 
deviation; and/or 

- specific percentiles (e.g., median. 9Stb). 

Quantify the uncertainty of statis.ticar values used 
in. the risk assessment (e.g., standard error of the 
mean) or data gaps and qualifiers.. 

Describe potential direction and magnitude of bias 
in risk estimate resulting from assumptions or data 
gaps (see Exluoit 6-21). 

8.4.2 IDENTIFY AND EVALUATE TOXICITY 
ASSESSMENT UNCERTAINTY 
FACTORS 

For substances that contribute most to the 
estimates of cancer risk and noncancer hazard 
indices, summarize the uncertainty inherent in the 
toxicity values for the durations of exposure 
assessed. Some of the information (e.g., weight of 
evidence for potential human carcinogens, 
uncertainty adjustments for noncancer toxicity 

values) has already been recorded in the sample 
table formats provided in Exhibits 8-2 through 
8-4. Other information will be developed during 
the toxicity assessment itself (see Chapter 7). 
The box on page 8-24 provides a checklist of 
uncertainties that apply to most toxicity 
assessments. 

Multiple substance exposure uncertainties. 
Uncertainties associated with summing risks or 
hazard indices for several substances are of 
particular concern in the risk characterization step. 
The assumption of dose additivity ignores possible 
synergisms or antagonisms among chemicals, and 
assumes similarity in mechanisms of action and 
metabolism. Unfortunately, data to assess 
interactions quantitatively are generally lacking. 
In the absence of adequate information, EPA 
guidelines indicate that carcinogenic risks should 
be treated as additive and that noncancer hazard 
indices should also be treated as additive. These 
assumptions are made to help prevent an 
underestimation of cancer risk or potential 
noncancer health effects at a site. 

Be sure to discuss the availability of 
information concerning potential antagonistic or 
synergistic effects of chemicals for which cancer 
risks or hazard indices have been summed for the 
same exposed individual or subpopulations. On 
the basis of available information concerning 
target organ specificity and mechanism of action, 
indicate the degree to which treating the cancer 
risks as additive may over- or under-estimate risk. 
If only qualitative information is available 
concerning potential interactions or dose-additivity 
for the noncarcinogenic substances, discuss 
whether the information indicates that hazard 
indices may have been over- or under-estimated. 
This discussion is particularly important if the 
total hazard index for an exposure point is slightly 
below or slightly above unity, or if the total 
hazard index exceeds unity and the effect-specific 
hazard indices are less than unity, and if the 
uncertainty is likely to significantly influence the 
risk management decision at the site. 

8.5 CONSIDERATION OF SITE
SPECIFIC HUMAN STUDIES 

This section describes how to compare the 
results of the risk characterization step with 
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ATSDR health assessments and other site-specific 
human studies that might be available. The first 
subsection outlines how to compare an ATSDR 
health assessment for the site with the risk results 
summarized in the previous sections (Sections 8.2, 
8.3, and 8.4). The second subsection discusses 
when epidemiological or health studies might 
provide useful information for assessing exposures 
and health risks associated with contaminants 
from a site. 

CHARAcrERIZE TOXICITY 
ASSESSMENT UNCERTAINTIES 

For eadt substance carried through the quantitative 
risk assessment. list uncertainties related 10: 

• qualitativ~ hazard findings (t.e.,: • potential for 
human toxicity)~ 

• 

- human oi animal data,: 

- duration of study (e.g., chronic study us~ to set 
subchronic RID), and 

any special.considerations; 

• the potential for • synergistic or antagonistic 
in!eractions with otber substances affecting the 
same individuals; and · 

• calculation of lifetime- C!ncer risks on the basis of 
less-than-lifetime c:xposures;. •. 

For each substance nOt included in.the quantitative 
risk assessment because of inadequate toxicity 
information, list: · 

• possible health eff~; and 

• possible consequences of exclusion on fina~ ·risk 
estimates. 

8.5.1 COMPARE WITH ATSDR HEALTH 
ASSESSMENT 

ATSDR health assessments were defined and 
compared to the RIJFS risk assessment in Section 
2.2.2. As of 1989, preliminary ATSDR health 
assessments should be completed before the RIJFS 
risk assessment is initiated and therefore should 
be available to the risk assessor as early as 
"scoping." The steps for comparing the 

preliminary ATSDR he:1lth assessment \Vith the 
baseline risk assessment are outlined below. 

Review again the ATSDR health assessment 
findings and conclusions. These will be largely 
qualitative in nature. If the ATSDR health 
assessment identifies exposure pathways or 
chemicals of concern that have not been included 
in the RIJFS baseline risk assessment, describe the 
information supporting the decision not to include 
these parameters. If there are differences in the 
qualitative conclusions of the health assessment 
and the quantitative conclusions of the baseline 
risk assessment, explain the differences, if possible, 
and discuss their implications. 

8.5.2 COMPARE WITH OTHER AVAILABLE 
SITE-SPECIFIC EPIDEMIOLOGICAL 
OR HEALTH STUDIES 

For most Superfund sites, studies of human 
exposure or health effects in the surrounding 
population will not be available. However, if 
controlled epidemiological or other health studies 
have been conducted, perhaps as a consequence 
of the preliminary ATSDR health assessment or 
other community involvement, it is important to 
include this information in the baseline risk 
assessment as appropriate. However, not all such 
studies provide meaningful information in the 
context of Superfund risk assessments. 

One can determine the availability of other 
epidemiological or health studies for populations 
potentially exposed to contaminants from the site 
by contacting the ATSDR Regional 
Representative, the Centers for Disease Control 
in Atlanta, Georgia, and state and local health 
agencies as early in the risk assessment process as 
possible. It is important to avoid use of anecdotal 
information or data from studies that might 
include a significant bias or confounding factor, 
however. Isolated reports of high body levels of 
substances that are known to be present at the 
site in a few individuals living near the site are 
not sufficient evidence to confirm the hypothesis 
that these individuals have received significant 
exposures from the site. Nor can isolated reports 
of disease or symptoms in a few individuals living 
near the site be used to confirm the hypothesis 
that the cause of the health effects in these 
individuals was exposure to contamination from 
the site. A trained epidemiologist should review 



anv available studies in order to identifv possible 
studv limitations and implications for site risk 
findings. The small populations and variable 
exposures predominating at most Superfund sites 
will make it extremely difficult to det~t site
related effects using epidemiological techniques. 

If site-specific health or exposure studies have 
been identified and evaluated as adequate, one 
should incorporate the study findings into the 
overall risk characterization to strengthen the 
conclusions of the risk assessment (e.g., the risk 
assessment predicts elevated blood lead levels and 
the human exposure study documented elevated 
blood lead levels only among those exposed to 
ground water contaminated by the site). Because 
of the generally large and different types of 
uncertainties associated with the risk assessment 
and actual health studies, a qualitative, not 
quantitative, comparison between the 1\vo types of 
studies is generally warranted. Areas of 
agreement and disagreement between the health 
study(ies) and the risk assessment should be 
described and factors that might contribute to any 
disagreement discussed. 

8.6 SUMMARIZATION At~l) 
PRESENTATION OF THE 
BASELINE RISK 
CHARACTERIZATION 
RESULTS 

This section provides guidance on interpreting 
and presenting the risk characterization results. 
The results of the baseline evaluation should not 
be taken as a characterization of absolute risk. 
An important use of the risk and hazard index 
estimates is to highlight potential sources of risk 
at a site so that they may be dealt with effectively 
in the remedial process. It is the responsibility of 
the risk assessment team to develop conclusions 
about the magnitude and kinds of risk at the site 
and the major uncertainties affecting the risk 
estimates. It is not the responsibility of the risk 
assessment team to evaluate the significance of the 
risk in a program context, or whether and how 
the risk should be addressed, which are risk 
management decisions. 

The ultimate user of the risk characterization 
results will be the RPM or other risk manager for 
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the site. This section therefore outlines a 
presentation of material that is designed to assist 
the risk manager in using risk information to 
reach site-specific decisions. 

8.6.1 SUMMARIZE RISK INFOIU.IATION I~ 
TEXT 

The final discussion of the risk characterization 
results is a key component of the risk 
characterization. The discussion provides a means 
of placing the numerical estimates of risk and 
hazard in the context of what is known and what 
is not known about the site and in the context of 
decisions to be made about selection of remedies. 
At a minimum, the discussion should include: 

• confidence that the key site-related 
contaminants were identified and discussion 
of contaminant concentrations relative to 
background concentration ranges; 

• a description of the various types of cancer 
and other health risks present at the site 
(e.g., liver toXICity, neurotoxicity), 
distinguishing between known effects in 
humans and those that are predicted to 
occur based on animal experiments; 

• level of confidence in the quantitative 
toxicity information used to estimate risks 
and presentation of qualitative information 
on the toxicity of substances not included 
in the quantitative assessment; 

• level of confidence in the exposure 
estimates for key exposure pathways and 
related exposure parameter assumptions: 

• the magnitude of the cancer risks and 
noncancer hazard indices relative to the 
Superfund site remediation goals in the 
NCP (e.g., the cancer risk range of w-~ to 
10·7 and noncancer hazard index of 1.0); 

• the major factors driving the site risks (e.g., 
substances, pathways, and pathway 
combinations); 

• the major factors reducing the certainty in 
the results and the significance of these 
uncertainties (e.g., adding risks over several 
substances and pathways); 
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• exposed population characteristics; and 

• comparison with site-specific health studies, 
when available. 

In addition, if the size of the potentially 
exposed population is large, the presentation of 
population numbers may be of assistance to the 
RPM, especially in evaluating risks in the context 
of current land use. Individual risk estimates 
based on the reasonable maximum exposure 
(RME) should not be presented as representative 
of a broadly defined population, however. 

8.6.2 SUMMARIZE RISK INFORMATION IN 
TABLES 

A tabular summary of the cancer risks and 
noncancer hazard indices should be prepared for 
all exposure pathways and lan<;l uses analyzed and 
for all substances carried through the risk 
assessment. These tables must be accompanied by 
explanatory text, as described in the previous 
section, and should not be allowed to stand alone 
as the entire risk characterization. The sample 
table formats presented in Chapter 6 and in 
Exhibits 8-2 to 8-6 provide basic summary formats. 
Exhibits 8-7 and 8-8 provide examples of optional 
presentations that might assist in visualization of 
the risk assessment results. These bar graphs 
present the baseline cancer risk estimates and 

noncancer hazard indices, respectively, by pathway 
for an identified subpopulation near the site. The 
stacked bars in Exhibit 8-8 allow the reader to 
immediately identify the pathway(s) contributing 
most to the total hazard index as well as identify 
the substances driving the indices in each pathway. 
Reference levels are also provided (e.g., hazard 
index of 1.0). Exhibits 8-5 and 8-6 introduced in 
Section 8.4.1 provide examples of figures that 
could help the RPM or other risk manager 
visualize the impact of various assumptions and 
uncertainties on the final risk or hazard index 
estimate. In addition, graphics relating risk level 
(or magnitude of hazard index) to concentrations 
of substances in environmental media and cost of 
"treatment" could allow the RPM or other risk 
manager to weigh the benefits of various remedial 
alternatives more easily. Examples of the last type 
of graphics are presented in Part ·c of this 
manual. 

In a few succinct concluding paragraphs, 
summarize the results of the risk characterization 
step. It is the responsibility of the risk assessment 
team members, who are familiar with all steps in 
the site risk assessment, to highlight the major 
conclusions of the risk assessment. The discussion 
should summarize both the qualitative and the 
quantitative findings of cancer risks and noncancer 
hazards, and properly qualify these by mention of 
major assumptions and uncertainties in the 
assessment. 
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EXHIBIT 8-7 

EXAMPLE OF PRESENTATION OF RELATIVE CONTRIBUTION OF INDIVIDUAL 
CHEMICALS TO EXPOSURE PATHWAY AND TOTAL CANCER RISK ESTIMATES 
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human carcinogen: A= human carcinogen; and 82 =probable human carcinogen 
(with sufficient evidence in animals and inadequate or no evidence in humans). 
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EXHIBIT 8-8 

EXAMPLE OF PRESENTATION OF RELATIVE CONTRIBUTION OF INDIVIDUAL 
CHEMICALS TO EXPOSURE PATHWAY AND TOTAL HAZARD INDEX ESTIMATES 
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ENDNOTE FOR CHAPTER 8 

1. The probability of an individual developing cancer follov.ing exposure to more than one carcinogen is the probability of developmg 
cancer from at least one of the carcinogens_ For two carcinogens, the precise equation for estimating this probability i.s risk1 ..,. nsk:z -
probability (rislct, riskz) where the latter term i.s the joint probability of the two risks occurring in the same individual. If the risk to 
agent 1 i.s distributed in the population independently of the risk to agent 2, the latter term would equal (risk1)(riskiJ. This equat:on 
can be expanded to evaluate risks from more than two substances. 
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CHAPTER 9 

DOCUMENTATION, REVIEW, AND 
MANAGEMENT TOOLS FOR 

THE RISK ASSESSOR, 
REVIEWER, AND MANAGER 

This chapter provides tools for the 
documentation, review, and management of the 
baseline risk assessment. These tools will help 
ensure completeness and consistency throughout 
the risk assessment and in the reporting of 
assessment results. Section 9.1 provides 
documentation tools (for risk assessors), Section 
9.2 provides review tools (for risk assessment 
reviewers), and Section 9.3 provides management 
tools (for remedial project managers [RPMs] and 
other decision-makers concerned with the site). 

9.1 DOCUMENTATION TOOLS 

Throughout Chapters 4 to 8 of this manual, 
guidance is provided to the risk assessor on how 
to summarize and document many beginning, 
intermediate, and final steps of the risk 
assessment. The purpose of this section is to 
consolidate that guidance, provide a final check to 
ensure that all appropriate documentation has 
been completed, and provide additional 
information that should be helpful. This section 
addresses (1) basic principles of documenting a 
Superfund site risk assessment (e.g., key "dos" and 
don'ts", the rationale for consistency), (2) a 
suggested outline and guidance for the risk 
assessment report, and (3) guidance for providing 
risk assessment summaries in other key reports. 

9.1.1 BASIC PRINCIPLES 

There are three basic principles for 
documenting a baseline risk assessment: 

(1) address the main objectives of the risk 
assessment; 

(2) communicate using clear, concise, and 
relevant text, graphics, and tables; and 

(3) use a consistent format. 

Addressing the objectives. The objectives of 
the baseline risk assessment -- to help determine 
whether additional response action is necessary at 
the site, to provide a basis for determining 
residual chemical levels that are adequately 
protective of public health, to provide a basis for 
comparing potential health impacts of various 
remedial alternatives, and to help support 
selection of the "no-action" remedial alternative 
(where appropriate) -- should be considered 
carefully during the documentation of the risk 
assessment. Recognizing these objectives early 
and presenting the results of the risk assessment 
with them in mind will assist the RPM and other 
decision-makers at the site with readily obtaining 
and using the necessary information to evaluate 
the objectives. Failing to recognize the 
importance of the objectives could result in a risk 
assessment report that appears misdirected and/or 
unnecessary. 

Communicating. Clearly and concisely 
communicating the relevant results of the risk 
assessment can be one of the most important 
aspects of the entire RI/FS. If done correctly, a 
useful instrument for mitigating public health 
threats will have been developed. If done 
incorrectly, however, risks could be 
underemphasized, possibly leading to the 
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occurrence of adverse health effects, or they could 
be overemphasized, possibly leading to the 
unnecessary expenditure of limited resources. See 
the box below for some helpful hints on 
communicating the baseline risk assessment. 

· .. HELPFUL HINTS: <::OM.MUNiCAT!NG .... 
THE BASELINERJSK ASSESSMENT > · 

• 

• 

••••• •• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • •• •••• •••••••••••••••••••••• 

use a nm. of welt vffi[2j t~ il!~~tive ••.•..•• 
graphics, and summazy bblesj .... · ... · .·. ·. .. . .. 

_:··· ·:: .. :: . ..·· :: ;: .· ... .::·:·:.: .. ·· < .. :·:·. . 

eXplain the major steps ffild. the resUlts of the 
risk assessment in terms easily understood by 
the geneia! public (and especially by members 
of expQSe.d or potentially expos~ populations); 

define highly technical tetlD$ ear~ (e.g.,.· in a 
glossary);. and · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

. .. . .. . . . . ..... ··. ·.··.· ... ·.·· ··.· . 

t!S~·a·~~da~·qua~ti~tiJe·~re~··2·~~bly. the metric system - throughoUt and units< that 
·are theo Sam.e V.heri: Pos$ibh: (e;g.(ugtL f()[' all ··••·· 
water C?ncentraliO)lS). .· ... ·... . . .·· .... 

·· ••the···~e···of . .larg~···btoc~···~f···t~···~b~ke~···.br· •. · .. .· •. ~~:fei{~P?f5 ~bl~, liSts• ?t ()tl!er •··· ·. 

.me·······:··~~:u~~·•••••••.or••••••••·~~~·········~ti~rve·.· ·. · . . informatica within the .tc:;t.(rather thari U:r .· tables);a~d / ··· .· · · ... ·. ·· .. · ... · .. ··.···.·. ·· .. · .. ·.·. · · 

the ~"Ning bf ~risk 1IlaJlaie~e:~ ci~~~: •.• • • 
(e.:g., mting that \he t0!3t 0: largest risk h 
insigni!ica.nt), . . . . .. .. 

Many skills for communicating the baseline 
risk assessment also can be learned by reviewing 
the literature on risk communication. The 
following box lists just some of the literature that 
is available. Courses on the subject also exist. 

Using a consistent format. A consistent 
format for all Superfund risk assessments is 
strongly recommended for four important reasons: 

(1) it encourages consistency and 
completeness in the assessment itself; 

RISK COl\1MUNICATION GUIDAl'lCE 

Explaining Environmental Risk. (EPA 1986) 

Tools. for Environmental Professionals 
. .Involvid m . Risk Communication At 
HaztmlousWasteFacilities Undergoing Siting, 

· Pinnitiing. orRemediaticm (Bean 1987) 
··· ... ····.·· . ··.··. 

brtprdving Dilildsue with Communities: A 
S/!()~ > (;uide Jor . government Risk 
· Conrinrmicaiion (NJDEP 1987) 

. Seven Cardinal Rules of Risk Communication 
(Eel\ l988a) 

(2) it allows for easier review of the risk 
assessments; 

(3) it encourages consistent use of the 
results by RPMs and other decision
makers; and 

(4) it helps demonstrate to the public and 
others that risk assessments are 
conducted using the same framework (if 
not the same specific procedures) . 

Using other formats can lead to slower review 
times, different interpretations of similar results, 
and the charge that risk assessments are 
inappropriately being conducted differently from 
one site to another. The following subsections 
provide guidance on the use of consistent formats. 

9.1.2 BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT 
REPORT 

The baseline risk assessment report references 
and supports the RIJFS report. Depending on the 
site, the risk assessment report can range from a 
small, simple document with no appendices that 
can simply be added to the RIJFS report as a 
chapter, to a large, complex document with many 
appendices that can "stand alone." This subsection 
provides general guidance on how to organize the 
baseline risk assessment report and which 
information should be included in the report. 
More detailed guidance, however, is found by 
following the guidance in previous chapters of this 



manual. Careful use of that guidance will ensure 
a well-documented baseline risk assessment report. 

Exhibit 9-1 provides a suggested outline for 
the full baseline risk assessment report. This 
outline generally follows the flow of the risk 
assessment and the organization of this manual. 
The "bulleted" items are not necessarily section 
headings, but rather are often items that should 
be considered when writing the report. Note that, 
as with the manual, not all components of the 
outline are applicable to all sites. This is 
especially true if the risk assessment report will be 
a chapter in the RIJFS report. At some sites, and 
especially when the risk assessment report will be 
a stand-alone document, more site-specific items 
could be added to the report. 

Examples of tables and graphics that should 
be included in the report are presented as exhibits 
in previous chapters of this manual. Note, 
however, that additional tables and graphics may 
be useful. 

This suggested outline may be used as a 
review guide by risk assessors (and risk assessment 
reviewers) to ensure that all appropriate 
components of the assessment have been 
addressed. Section 9.2 addresses review tools in 
greater detail. 

9.1.3 OTHER KEY REPORTS 

Two important reports that must include 
summaries of the baseline risk assessment are (1) 
the remedial investigation/feasibility study (RifFS) 
report and (2) the record of decision (ROD) 
report. 

Summary for the RI!FS report. One of the 
chapters of the RIJFS typically is devoted to a 
summary of the baseline risk assessment. Part of 
this summary should address the human health 
evaluation (the other part should address the 
environmental evaluation). The human health 
summary should follow the same outline as the 
full baseline risk assessment report, with almost 
each section of the summary being a distillation 
of each full report chapter. The risk 
characterization chapter is an exception, however, 
in that it could be included in the RIJFS report 
essentially unchanged. Most tables and graphics 
should be included unchanged as well. For more 
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information, see Guidance for Conducting Remedial 
Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under 
CERCLA (EPA 1988b). 

Summary for the ROD report. The ROD 
documents the remedial action selected for a site. 
It consists of three basic components: (1) a 
Declaration; (2) a Decision Summary; and (3) a 
Responsiveness Summary. The second component, 
a Decision Summary, provides an overview of the 
site-specific factors and analyses that led to the 
selection of the remedy. Included in this 
component is a summary of site risks. As with 
the risk assessment summary for the RifFS report, 
the summary for the ROD report should follow 
the same outline as the full risk assessment. This 
summary, however, should be much more 
abbreviated than the RIJFS summary, although 
care must be taken to address all of the relevant 
site-specific results. For more information, see 
Interim Final Guidance on Preparing Superfund 
Decision Documents: The Proposed Plan, the 
Record of Decision, Explanation of Significant 
Differences, and the Record of Decision Amendment 
(EPA 1989). 

9.2 REVIEW TOOLS 

This section provides guidelines on reviev.ing 
a risk assessment report. A checklist of many 
essential criteria that should be adequately 
addressed in any good risk assessment is provided 
(Exhibit 9-2). The checklist touches upon issues 
that are often problematic and lead to difficulty 
and delay in the review of risk assessments. 
Principal questions are presented in the checklist 
with qualifying statements or follow-up questions, 
as well as references to appropriate chapters and 
sections of this manual. The checklist is intended 
as a guide to assist the preliminary reviewer by 
ensuring that critical issues concerning the quality 
and adequacy of information are not overlooked 
at the screening level review of risk assessments. 
Experience has shown that reviewers should pay 
particular attention to the following concerns. 

• Were all appropriate media sampled? 

• Were any site-related chemicals (e.g., 
human carcinogens) eliminated from 
analysis without appropriate justification? 
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EXHIBIT 9-1 

SUGGESTED OUTLINE FOR A BASELINE RISK ASSESSJ\1ENT REPORT 

1.0 u'ITRODUCTION 

1.1 Overview 
• General problem at site 
• Site-specific objectives of risk assessment 

1.2 Site Background 
• Site description 
• Map of site 
• General history 

Ownership 
-- Operations 
-- Contamination 

• Significant site reference points 
• Geographic location relative to offsite areas of interest 
• General sampling locations and media 

1.3 Scope of Risk Assessment 
• Complexity of assessment and rationale 
• Overview of study design 

1.4 Organization of Risk Assessment Report 

2.0 IDENTIFICATION OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCER~ 

2.1 General Site-specific Data Collection Considerations 
• Detailed historical information relevant to data collection 
• Preliminary identification of potential human exposure 
• Modeling parameter needs 
• Background sampling 
• Sampling locations and media 
• Sampling methods 
• QNQC methods 
• Special analytical services (SAS) 

2.2 General Site-specific Data Evaluation Considerations 
• Steps used (including optional screening procedure steps, if used) 
• QNQC methods during evaluation 
• General data uncertainty 

2.3 Environmental Area or Operable Unit 1 (Complete for All Media) 
• Area- and media-specific sample collection strategy (e.g., sample size, sampling locations) 
• Data from site investigations 

(continued) 
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EXHIBIT 9-1 (continued) 

SUGGESTED OUTLINE FOR A BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT REPORT 

• Evaluation of analytical methods 
• Evaluation of quantitation limits 
• Evaluation of qualified and coded data 
• Chemicals in blanks 
• Tentatively identified compounds 
• Comparison of chemical concentrations with background 
• Further limitation of number of chemicals 
• Uncertainties, limitations, gaps in quality of collection or analysis 

2.4 Environmental Area or Operable Unit 2 (Repeat for All Areas or Operable Units, As 
Appropriate) 

2.X Summary of Chemicals of Potential Concern 

3.0 EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT 

3.1 Characterization of Exposure Setting 
• Physical Setting 

Climate 
-- Vegetation 

Soil type 
-- Surface hydrology 
-- Ground-water hydrology 

• Potentially Exposed Populations 
Relative locations of populations with respect to site 

-- Current land use 
Potential alternate future land uses 
Subpopulations of potential concern 

3.2 Identification of Exposure Pathways 
• Sources and recei'ving media 
• Fate and transport in release media 
• Exposure points and exposure routes 
• Integration of sources, releases, fate and transport mechanisms, exposure points, and exposure 

routes into complete exposure pathways 
• Summary of exposure pathways to be quantified in this assessment 

3.3 Quantification of Exposure 
• Exposure concentrations 
• Estimation of chemical intakes for indi¥idual pathways 

(continued) 
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EXHIBIT 9-1 (continued) 

SUGGESTED OUTLINE FOR A BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT REPORT 

3.4 Identification of Uncertainties 
• Current and future land-use 
• Environmental sampling and analysis 
• Exposure pathways evaluated 
• Fate and transport modeling 
• Parameter values 

3.5 Summary of Exposure Assessment 

4.0 TOXICITY ASSESSMENT 

4.1 Toxicity Information for Noncarcinogenic Effects 
• Appropriate exposure periods for toxicity values 
• Up-to-date RIDs for all chemicals 
• One- and ten-day health advisories for shorter-term oral exposures 
• Overall data base and the critical study on which the toxicity value is based (including the 

critical effect and the uncertainty and modifying factors used in the calculation) 
• Effects that may appear at doses higher than those required to elicit the critical effect 
• Absorption efficiency considered 

4.2 Toxicity Information for Carcinogenic Effects 
• Exposure averaged over a lifetime 
• Up-to-date slope factors for all carcinogens 
• Weight-of-evidence classification for all carcinogens 
• Type of cancer for Class A carcinogens 
• Concentration above which the dose-response curve is no longer linear 

4.3 Chemicals for Which No EPA Toxicity Values Are Available 
• Review by ECAO 
• Qualitative evaluation 
• Documentation(Justification of any new toxicity values developed 

4A Uncertainties Related to Toxicity Information 
• Quality of the individual studies 
• Completeness of the overall data base 

~.5 Summary of Toxicity Information 

5.0 RISK CHARACTERIZATION 

5.1 Current Land-use Conditions 
• Carcinogenic risk of individual substances 
• Chronic hazard quotient calculation (individual substances) 
• Subchronic hazard quotient calculation (individual substances) 

(continued) 
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EXHIBIT 9-1 (continued) 

SUGGESTED OUTLINE FOR A BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT REPORT 

• Shorter-term hazard quotient calculation (individual substances) 
• Carcinogenic risk (multiple substances) 
• Chronic hazard index (multiple substances) 
• Subchronic hazard index (multiple substances) 
• Shorter-term hazard index calculation (multiple substances) 
• Segregation of hazard indices 
• Justification for combining risks across pathways 
• Noncarcinogenic hazard index (multiple pathways) 
• Carcinogenic risk (multiple pathways) 

5.2 Future Land-use Conditions 
• Carcinogenic risk of individual substances 
• Chronic hazard quotient calculation (individual substances) 
• Subchronic hazard quotient calculation (individual substances) 
• Carcinogenic risk (multiple substances) 
• Chronic hazard index (multiple substances) 
• Subchronic hazard index (multiple substances) 
• Segregation of hazard indices 
• Justification for combining risks across pathways 
• Noncarcinogenic hazard index (multiple pathways) 
• Carcinogenic risk (multiple pathways) 

5.3 Uncertainties 
• Site-specific uncertainty factors 

-- Definition of physical setting 
-- Model applicability and assumptions 
-- Parameter values for fate/transport and exposure calculations 

• Summary of toxicity assessment uncertainty 
Identification of potential health effects 
Derivation of toxicity value 

-- Potential for synergistic or antagonistic interactions 
Uncertainty in evaluating less-than-lifetime exposures 

5.4 Comparison of Risk Characterization Results to Human Studies 
• ATSDR health assessment 
• Site-specific health studies (pilot studies or epidemiological studies) 
• Incorporation of studies into the overall risk characterization 

5.5 Summary Discussion and Tabulation of the Risk Characterization 
• Key site-related contaminants and key exposure pathways identified 
• Types of health risk of concern 
• Level of confidence in the quantitative information used to estimate risk 
• Presentation of qualitative information on toxicity 

(continued) 
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EXHIBIT 9-1 (continued) 

SUGGESTED OUTLINE FOR A BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT REPORT 

• Confidence in the key exposure estimates for the key exposure pathways 
• Magnitude of the carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk estimates 
• Major factors driving risk 
• Major factors contributing to uncertainty 
• Exposed population characteristics 
• Comparison with site-specific health studies 

6.0 SUMMARY 

6.1 Chemicals of Potential Concern 
6.2 Exposure Assessment 
6.3 Toxicity Assessment 
6.4 Risk Characterization 
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EXHffiiT 9-2 

REVIEWER CHECKLIST 

1.0 GENERAL CONCERNS 

• Were the site-specific objective(s) of the risk assessment stated? (HHEM - 1) 

• Was the scope of the assessment described (e.g., in terms of the complexity of the assessment and 
rationale, data needs, and overview of the study design)? (HHEM - 1.1.1, 3.5) 

• Was an adequate historv of site activities provided, including a chronology of land use (e.g., 
specifying agriculture, industry, recreation, waste deposition, and residential development at the 
site)? (HHEM - 2.1.4, 9.1) 

• Was an initial qualitative overview of the nature of contamination included (e.g., specifying in a 
general manner the kinds of contaminants, media potentially contaminated)? (HHEM- 2.1.4, 9.1) 

• Was a general map of the site depicting boundaries and surface topography included, which 
illustrates site features, such as fences, ponds, structures, as well as geographical relationships 
between specific potential receptors and the site? (HHEM - 2.1.4, 9.1) 

2.0 CONCERNS IN REVIEWING DATA COLLECTION AND EVALUATION 

2.1 Data Collection 

• Was an adequate "conceptual model" of the site discussed? (HHEM - 4.2) 

a qualitative discussion of potential or suspected sources of contamination, types and 
concentrations of contaminants detected at the site, potentially contaminated media, as well 
as potential exposure pathways and receptors 

• Was an adequate Data Qualitv Objectives (DQO) statement provided? (HHEM - 4.1.4) 

-- a statement specifying both the qualitative and quantitative nature of the sampling data, 
in terms of relative quality and intent for use, issued prior to data collection, which helps 
to ensure that the data collected will be appropriate for the intended objectives of the study 

• Were kev site characteristics documented? (HHEM - 4.3, 4.5) 

soil/sediment parameters (e.g., particle size, redox potential, mineral class, organic carbon 
and clay content, bulk density, and porosity) 

-- hydrogeological parameters (e.g., hydraulic gradient; pH/Eh, hydraulic conductivity, location, 
saturated thickness, direction, and rate of flow of aquifers, relative location of bedrock layer) 

(continued) 
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EXHIBIT 9-2 (continued) 

REVIEWER CHECKLIST 

hydrological parameters (e.g., hardness, pH, dissolved oxygen, salinity, temperature, total 
suspended solids, flow rates, and depths of rivers or streams; estuary and embayment 
parameters such as tidal cycle, range, and area; as well as lake parameters such as area, 
volume, depth, and depth to thermocline) 

meteorological parameters (e.g., direction of prevailing wind, average wind speed, 
temperature, humidity, annual average and 24 hour maximum rainfall) 

• Were aU appropriate media sampled? (HHEM - 4.4, 4.5, 4.6) 

was there adequate justification for any omissions? 

were literature estimates employed for omissions in background sampling and were they 
referenced properly? 

• Were all kev areas sampled, based on all available information (e.g., preliminary assessment, 
field screening)? (HHEM - 4.4, 4.5, 4.6) 

• Did sampling include media along potential routes of migration (e.g., between the contaminant 
source and potential future exposure points)? (HHEM - 4.5, 4.6) 

• Were sampling locations consistent with nature of contamination (e.g., at the appropriate 
depth)? (HHEM - 4.5, 4.6) 

• Were sampling efforts consistent with field screening and visual observations in locating "hot 
spots"? (HHEM - 4.5, 4.6) 

• Were detailed sampling maps provided, indicating the location, type (e.g., grab, composite, 
duplicate), and numerical code of each sample? (HHEM - 5.10) 

• Did sampling incluae appropriate QNQC measures (e.g., replicates, split samples, trip and field 
blanks)? (HHEM- 4.7, 5.4) 

• Were background samples collected from appropriate areas (e.g., areas proximate to the site, 
free of potential contamination by site chemicals or anthropogenic sources, and similar to the 
site in topography, geology, meteorology, and other physical characteristics)? (HHEM - 4.4, 
5.7) 

2.2 Data Evaluation 

• Were any site-related chemicals (e.Q., human carcinogens) eliminated from analysis \\-ithout 
appropriate justification? (HHEM - 5.9) 

(continued) 
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EXIllBIT 9-2 (continued) 

REVIEWER CHECKLIST 

as infrequently detected chemicals (HHEM - 5.3-3, 5.9.3) 

as non-detects in a specific medium without employing a "proxy• concentration (HHEM -
5.3) 

as common laboratory contaminants even though sample concentrations were significantly 
higher than that found in blanks? (HHEM - 5.5) 

as present at a "ubiquitous level"? (HHEM - 5.7) 

• Were inappropriate "proxv concentrations" assigned to site-related chemicals? (HHEM - 5.3) 

was a value of zero or the instrument detection limit (IDL) assigned? 

was an erroneous sample-specific quantitation limit employed? 

• Were appropriate analytical methods employed for collection of data upon which risk estimates 
are based? (HHEM - 5.2) 

-- were the methods consistent with the requisite level of sensitivity? 

were established procedures with adequate QNQC measures employed? 

• Did the data meet the Data Qualitv Objectives (DQO)? (HHEM - 4.1.4) 

-- were the sampling methods consistent with the intended uses of data? 

• Were appropriate data qualifiers employed? (HHEM - 5.4) 

• Were soecial analvtical services (SAS) employed when appropriate? (HHEM - 5.3) 

was SAS employed as an adjunct to routine analysis in cases where certain contaminants 
were suspected at low levels, as non-TCL chemicals, in non-standard matrices. or in 
situations requiring a quick turnaround time? 

3.0 CONCERNS IN REVIEWING THE EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT 

• Were "reasonable maximum exposures" considered (i.e., the highest exposures that are reasonably 
expected to occur)? (HHEM - 6.1.2, 6.4.1, 6.6) 

• Were current and future land uses considered? (HHEM - 6.1.2, 6.2) 

(continued) 
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EXHIBIT 9-2 (continued) 

REVIEWER CHECKLIST 

• Was residential land use considered as an alternative future land use? (HHEM - 6.2.2) 

-- if not, was a valid rationale provided? 

• Were all potential sensitive subpopulations considered (e.g., elderly people, pregnant or nursing 
women, infants and children, and people with chronic illnesses)? (HHEM - 6.2.2) 

• Were all significant contaminant sources considered? (HHEM - 6.3.1) 

• Were all potential contaminant release mechanisms considered, such as volatilization, fugitive dust 
emission, surface runoWoverland flow, leaching to ground water, tracking by humans/animals, and 
soil gas generation? (HHEM - 6.3.1) 

• Were all potential contaminant transport pathwavs considered, such as direct air transport 
downwind, diffusion in surface water, surface water flow, ground-water flow, and soil gas migration? 
(HHEM- 6.3) 

• Were all relevant cross-media transfer effects considered, such as volatilization to air, wet 
deposition, dry deposition, ground-water discharge to surface, and ground-water recharge from 
surface water? (HHEM - 6.3) 

• Were all media potentiallv associated with exposure considered? (HHEM - 6.2, 6.3) 

• Were all relevant site-specific characteristics considered, including topographical, hydrogeological, 
hydrological, and meteorological parameters? (HHEM - 6.1, 6.3) 

• Were all possible exposure pathwavs considered? (HHEM - 6.3) 

was a valid rationale offered for exclusion of any potential pathways from quantitative 
evaluation? 

• Were all wspatial relationships" adequately considered as factors that could affect the level of 
exposure (e.g., hot spots in an area that is frequented by children, exposure to ground water from 
two aquifers that are not hydraulically connected and that differ in the type and extent of 
contamination)? (HHEM - 6.2, 6.3) 

• Were appropriate approaches employed for calculating average exposure concentrations? (HHEM 
- 6.4, 6.5) 

-- was a valid rationale provided for using geometric or arithmetic means? 

• Were appropriate or standard default values used in exposure calculations (e.g., age-specific body 
weights, appropriate exposure frequency and duration values)? (HHEM - 6.4, 6.5, 6.6) 

(continued) 
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EXHIBIT 9-2 (continued) 

REVIEWER CHECKLIST 

4.0 CONCERNS IN REVIEWING THE TOXICITY ASSESS:MENT 

• Was the exclusion of anv carcinogen from analysis adequately justified (e.g., were "weight-of
evidence" classifications and completeness of exposure pathways considered in this decision)? 
(HHEM - 5.9, 7.3) 

• Were appropriate "route-to-route" extrapolations performed in cases where a toxicity value was 
applied across differing routes of exposure? (HHEM - 7.5.1, 8.1.2) 

-- were the extrapolations based on appropriate guidance? 

• Were appropriate toxicitv values employed based on the nature of exposure? (HHEM- 7.4, 7.5) 

were subchronic vs. chronic RIDs applied correctly based on the duration of exposure? 

were all sensitive subpopulations, such as pregnant or nursing women potentially requiring 
developmental RIDs (RIDcJ:S), considered in the selection of the toxicity values used? 

• Were the toxicity values that were used consistent with the values contained within the Integrated 
Risk Information Svstem (IRIS) or other EPA documents? (HHEM - 7.4, 7.5) 

5.0 CONCERNS IN REVIEWING THE RISK CHARACI'ERIZATION 

• Were exposure estimates and toxicitv values consistently expressed as either intakes or absorbed 
doses for each chemical taken through risk characterization? (HHEM - 8.1.2) 

-- was a valid rationale given for employing values based on absorbed dose? 

• Were all site-related chemicals that were analyzed in the exposure assessment considered in risk 
characterization? (HHEM - 8.1.2) 

-- were inconsistencies explained? 

• Were risks appivpriately summed only across exposure pathways that affect the same individual 
or population subgroup, and in which the same individual or population subgroup faces the 
"reasonable maximum exposure," based on the assumptions employed in the exposure assessment? 
(HHEM- 8.3) 

• Were sources of uncertainty adequately characterized? (HHEM - 8.4) 
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• 

• 

• 

Were current and future land uses 
considered? 

Were all significant contaminant sources 
considered? 

Were appropriate or standard default 
values used in exposure calculations? 

• Were the toxicity values that were used 
consistent with the values contained 
within the Integrated Risk Information 
System (IRIS) or other EPA documents? 

Although the checklist addresses many pertinent 
issues, it is not a complete listing of all potential 
concerns, since this objective is beyond the scope 
of a preliminary review tool. In addition, some of 
the concerns listed are not necessarily appropriate 
for all risk assessment reports. 

The recommended steps in reviewing a risk 
assessment report are as follows: 

(1) compare the risk assessment report 
outline to the suggested outline in 
Section 9.1 of this chapter (i.e., Exhibit 
9-1); 

(2) use the checklist in this section (i.e., 
Exhibit 9-2); and 

(3) conduct a comprehensive review. 

The outline (Exhibit 9-1) and the checklist 
(Exhibit 9-2) are intended only as tools to assist 
in a preliminary review of a risk assessment, and 
are not designed to replace the good judgment 
needed during the comprehensive review. These 
two tools should provide a framework, however, 
for the timely screening of risk assessments by 
reviewers with a moderate level of experience in 

the area. If these steps are followed in order, 
then some of the major problems with a risk 
assessment report (if any) can be identified before 
significant resources are expended during the 
comprehensive review. 

9.3 l\1ANAGEMENT TOOLS 

This section provides a concise checklist for 
the RPM to use in carrying out their role in the 
risk assessment process (see Exhibit 9-3). Other 
decision-makers at the site also may find this 
checklist useful. Specific points at which the 
managers should be involved, or may be called 
upon to become involved, during the risk 
assessment are discussed in Chapters 4 through 8 
of the manual. This checklist extracts information 
from those chapters, and also includes pointers on 
planning and involvement for the manager. The 
purpose of the checklist is to involve managers in 
the direction and development of the risk 
assessment and thereby avoid serious mistakes or 
costly misdirections in focus or level of effort. 

Although the checklist is shaped to suggest 
when and how the manager should become 
involved in the risk assessment process, it is 
assumed that part of the manager's involvement 
will require consultation with technical resources 
available in the region or state. The checklist 
advises consulting the "regional risk assessment 
support staff" at a number of points in the 
process. This contact may not be one person, but 
could be a number of different technical people 
in the recion. such as a toxicologist, 
hydrogeologist, or other technical reviewer. The 
manager should become aware of the resources 
available to him or her, and use them when 
appropriate to ensure that the risk assessment 
developed is useful and accurate. 
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EXHIBIT 9-3 

CHECKLIST FOR MANAGER INVOLVEl\.1ENT 

L GETTING ORGANIZED 

• Ensure that the workplan for the risk assessment contractor support is in place (if needed). 

• Identify EPA risk assessment support personnel (to be used throughout the risk assessment 
process). 

• Gather relevant information, such as appropriate risk assessment guidances and site
specific data and reports. 

• Identify available state, county, and other non-EPA resources. 

2 BEFORE THE SCOPING MEETING 

• Make initial contact with risk assessor. 

• Provide risk assessor with available guidances and site data. 

• Determine (or review) data collection needs for risk assessment, considering: 
modeling parameter needs; 

-- type and location of background samples; 
the preliminary identification of potential human exposure; 
strategies for sample collection appropriate to site/risk assessment data needs; 
statistical methods; 
QA/QC measures of particular importance to risk assessment; 

-- special analytical services (SAS) needs; 
alternate future land use; and 
location(s) in ground water that will be used to evaluate future ground-water exposures. 

3. AT TilE SCOPING rvrEETING 

• Present risk assessment data collection needs. 

• Ensure that the risk assessment data collection needs will be considered in development 
of the sampling and analysis plan. 

• Where limited resources require that less-than-optimal sampling be conducted, discuss potential 
impacts on risk assessment results. 

4. AFfER THE SCOPING MEETING 

• Ensure that the risk assessor reviews and approves the sampling and analysis plan. 

• Consult with ATSDR if human monitoring is planned. 

(continued) 
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EXlllBIT 9-3 (continued) 

CHECKLIST FOR :MANAGER INVOLVEMENT 

5. DURING SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS 

• Ensure that risk assessment needs are being met during sampling. 

• Provide risk assessor with any preliminary sampling results so that be/she can determine 
if sampling should be refocused. 

• Consult with ATSDR to obtain a status report on any human monitoring that is being conducted. 
Provide any results to risk assessor. 

6. DlTRING DEVELOP!vfENT OF RISK ASSESSMENT 

• Meet with risk assessor to discuss basis of excluding chemicals from the risk assessment 
(and developing the list of chemicals of potential concern). Confirm appropriateness of 
excluding chemicals. 

• Confirm determination of alternate future land use. 

• Confirm location(s) in ground water that will be used to evaluate future ground-water exposures. 

• Understand basis for selection of pathways and potentially exposed populations. 

• Facilitate discussions between risk assessor and EPA risk assessment support personnel 
on the following points: 

the need for any major exposure, fate, and transport models (e.g., air or ground-water 
dispersion models) used; 

site-specific exposure assumptions; 

non-EPA-derived toxicity values; and 

appropriate level of detail for uncertainty analysis, and the degree to which uncertainties will 
be quantified. 

• Discuss and approve combination of pathway risks and hazard indices. 

• Ensure that end results of risk characterization have been compared with ATSDR health 
assessments and other site-specific human studies that might be available. 

7. REv1EWING TI-IE RISK ASSESS}v!ENT 

• Allow sufficient time for review and incorporation of comments. 

• Ensure that reviewers' comments are incorporated. 

(oontinued) 



EXHIBIT 9-3 (continued) 

CHECKLIST FOR MANAGER INVOLVEMENT 

8. COMMUNICATING THE RISK ASSESSMENT 

• Plan a briefing among technical staff to discuss significant findings and uncertainties. 

Page9-1i 

• Discuss development of graphics, tools, and presentations to assist risk management decisions. 

• Consult with other groups (e.g., community relations staff), as appropriate. 

• Brief upper management 
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CHAPTER 10 

RADIATION RISK ASSESSMENT 
GUIDANCE 

There are many sites contaminated with 
radioactive substances that are included on the 
National Priorities List (NPL), and additional sites 
are expected in future NPL updates. This chapter 
provides supplemental baseline risk assessment 
guidance for use at these sites. This guidance is 
intended as an overview of key differences in 
chemical and radionuclide assessments, and not as 
a comprehensive, stand-alone approach for 
assessing the risks posed by radiation. 

The reader should be familiar with . the 
guidance provided in Chapters 2 through 9 before 
proceeding further in Chapter 10. Although the 
discussions in the previous chapters focus 
primarily on chemically contaminated sites, much 
of the information presented is also applicable to 
the evaluation of radioactively contaminated 
Superfund sites. For consistency and completeness, 
the topics discussed in each section of this chapter 
parallel the topics covered in each of the previous 
chapters. 

After a brief introduction to some of the 
basic principles and concepts of radiation 
protection (Section 10.1), seven additional areas 
are addressed: 

(1) Regulation of Radioactively 
Contaminated ~ites (Section 10.2); 

(2) Data Collection (Section 10.3); 

(3) Data Evaluation (Section 10.4); 

( 4) Exposure and Dose Assessment (Section 
10.5); 

ACRONYMS,_SYMBOLS, AND UNITS 
FOR CHAPTER 10 

A(t) = Activity at Time t 
Bq = Becquerel 
a= Curie 

CLP. =' Contract Laboratory Program 
D · = AbsorbCd Dose 

DCF .; Dose COnverSion Factor Per Unit Intake 
·• .· ifE ... EffectiVe~ Equivalent 

·· · ·. ·• Hr >= Dose Equiyalent Averaged Over ~ue or 
... ~<Olpl!T . . . 

HE,sO =-Committed Effective Dose Equivalent Per 
Unit Intake . . . • . 

HT,so = .. Conunitted Dooe Equivalent Averaged 
·· .·• .< ~r T"ISSUC T · . 
l.ET "'· UnCar Energy Transfer 
llD ..,• I...CIWei Umit of Detection 

. MeV ,;,; Million. Electroo Volts 
N = Modifying Facuir in the Definition of 

.i Dose Equivalent · · · 
pa .;;,. Pic:OcUrie (to·l2 a) 

Q = Quality F.actor.in Definition of Do5e 
. . . . ·-: ."l~quivaleilt . . . . . •. ·. . . . . . • 
RBE. = Relaijve Biological Effectiveness. 

· SI = International System of Units 
Sv = Sievert .· . 
· T = .Tissue or .Target Organs 
wr = Weigbting Factor in the Definition o( 

• Effective Dose Equivalent and Committed 
. ·• .Efreclive nose Equivalent 

(5) Toxicity Assessment (Section 10.6); 

(6) Risk Characterization (Section 10.7); and 

(7) Documentation, 
Management Tools 
Assessor, Reviewer, 
(Section 10.8). 

Review, and 
for the Risk 
and Manager 
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DEFINITIONS FOR CHAPTER 10 

Absoroed Dose (D). The mean energy imparted by ionizing raduition. to matter per unit mass. The !tpeciat Sl unit of 
absorbed dose is the gray (Gy); the conventional unit is the rad (1 rnd = 0.01 Gy). 



There are special hazards associated 'With 
handling radioactive waste and EPA strongly 
recommends that a health physicist experienced in 
radiation measurement and protection be 
consulted prior to initiating any activities at a site 
suspected of being contaminated with radioactive 
substances. EPA also recommends that the 
remedial project manager (RPM) or on-scene 
coordinator (OSC) should designate both a 
chemical risk assessor and a radiation risk 
assessor. These individuals should work closely 
with each other and the RPM to coordinate 
remedial activities (e.g., site seeping, health and 
safety planning, sampling and analysis) and 
exchange information common to both chemical 
and radionuclide assessments, including data on 
the physical characteristics of the site, potentially 
impacted populations, pathways of concern, and 
fate and transport models used. At the conclusion 
of the remedial investigation/feasibility study 
(RIJFS) process, the RPM should issue a single 
report that summarizes and integrates the results 
from both the chemical and the radiation risk 
assessments. 

A two-phase evaluation is described for the 
radiation risk assessment. As discussed in Section 
10.5, procedures established by the International 
Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP 
1979) and adopted by EPA in Federal Guidance 
Report No. II (EPA 1988) are used to estimate 
the radiation dose equivalent to humans from 
potential exposures to radionuclides through all 
pertinent exposure pathways at a site. Those 
estimates of dose equivalent may be used for 
comparison with established radiation protection 
standards and criteria. However, this methodology 
was developed for regulation of occupational 
radiation exposures for adults and is not 
completely applicable for estimating health risk to 
the general population at a Superfund site. 
Therefore, a separate methodology is presented in 
Section 10.7.2 for estimating health risk, based on 
the age-averaged lifetime excess cancer incidence 
per unit intake (and per unit external exposure) 
for radionuclides of concern. Radiation risk 
assessments for Superfund sites should include 
estimates of both the dose equivalent computed 
as described in Section 10.5, and the health risk 
attnoutable to radionuclide exposures computed 
using the approach described in Section 10.7. 
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Only summary-level information is presented 
in this chapter, and references are provided to a 
number of supporting technical documents for 
further information. In particular, the reader is 
encouraged to consult Volume 1 of the 
Background Information Document for the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for Proposed 
NESHAPS for RadionuclUies (EPA 1989a) for a 
more comprehensive discussion of EPA's current 
risk assessment methodology for radionuclides. 

For additional radiation risk assessment 
information and guidance, RPMs and other 
interested individuals can contact the Office of 
Radiation Programs (ORP) within EPA 
headquarters at 202-475-9630 (FfS 475-9630). 
Interested individuals also can contact the 
Regional Radiation Program Managers within 
each of the EPA regional offices for guidance and 
health physics support. 

10.1 RADIATION PROTECTION 
PRINCIPLES AND 
CONCEPTS 

Radioactive atoms undergo spontaneous 
nuclear transformations and release excess energy 
in the form of ionizing radiation. Such 
transformations are referred to as radioactive 
decay. As a result of the radioactive decay 
process, one element is transformed into another; 
the newly formed element, called a decay product, 
will possess physical and chemical properties 
different from those of its parent, and may also be 
radioactive. A radioactive species of a particular 
element is referred to as a radionuclide or 
radioisotope. The exact mode of radioactive 
transformation for a particular radionuclide 
depends solely upon its nuclear characteristics, and 
is independent of the nuclide's chemical 
characteristics or physical state. A fundamental 
and unique characteristic of each radionuclide is 
its radioactive half-life, defined as the time 
required for one half of the atoms in a given 
quantity of the radionuclide to decay. Over 1,600 
different radionuclides have been identified to 
date, with half-lives ranging from fractions of a 
second to millions of years. Selected radionuclides 
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of potential importance at Superfund sites are 
listed in Exhibit 10-1. 

Radiation emitted by radioactive substances 
can transfer sufficient localized energy to atoms 
to remove electrons from the electric field of their 
nucleus (ionization). In living tissue this energy 
transfer can destroy cellular constituents and 
produce electrically charged molecules (i.e., free 
radicals). Extensive biological damage can lead to 
adverse health effects. The type of ionizing 
radiation emitted by a particular radionuclide 
depends upon the exact nature of the nuclear 
transformation, and may include emission of alpha 
particles, electrons (beta particles or positrons), 
and neutrons; each of these transformations may 
be accompanied by emission of photons (gamma 
radiation or x-rays). Each type of radiation 
differs in its physical characteristics and in its 
ability to inflict damage to biological tissue. These 
characteristics and effects are summarized in the 
box on this page. 

Quantities of radionuclides are typically 
expressed in terms of activity at a given time t 
(A(t)). The SI unit of activity is the becquerel 
(Bq), which is defined as the quantity of a given 
radionuclide in which one atom is transformed per 
second ·(i.e., one decay per second). The 
conventional unit of activity is the curie (Ci), 
which is defined as the quantity of a given 
radionuclide in which 3.7xloZ0 atoms undergo 
nuclear transformation each second; one curie is 
approximately equivalent to the decay rate of one 
gram of Ra-226. A more convenient unit of 
activity for expressing environmental 
concentrations of radionuclides is the picoCurie 
(pCi), which is equal to 10·12 Ci. Occasionally, 
activity is expressed incorrectly in terms of counts 
per second (cps) or counts per minute (cpm): 
these refer to the number of transformations per 
unit time measured by a particular radiation 
detector and do not represent the true decay rate 
of the radionuclide. To derive activity values, 
count rate measurements are multiplied by 
radioisotope-specific detector calibration factors. 

. PlUNOPAL 'IYPES OF IONiziNG RADIATION. 

Alpha~ Ee do~bry~h~ cations, cOmposed of two ~and tmJ n~trons.wbich are ejected monoenergetkally 
from the nucleus qt .an ~tom when the neutron to proton ratio b .t<xi:fcn¥· ~ll:le of their relatively large mass and c!U.rge, 

. alpha ~cles ten() to ionize nearby lltomi quite readily, expending their energy in short diStances .. Alpha partie!~ will usually 
not penerrate an otdii:Wj sheet of paper or theo\ner layer of skin; Cori.seqriently; Biplia paiticl~ represent a significant hazard 

• only when ·taken infu the bOdy, where their energy is completely absorbed by iman Vob:m:ies. of tissues. 

•. • Be~ PaJc1~ ;I~ ei~ ejecte\i ~t lligll ~~s .·rrom the m1c~ellS or~xi ~~~ ato!ll when a neutron spontaneously 
.· • Converts to a protOn ana an dc:c:trOri.. Unlike alpha particlcis, beta .palticles are not Cmitted with discrete energies but arc ejected 

fn::iin "the nUcleUS aver i continuous energfsPcciruxa Beta particie:S are sr.rillller thin. a!pli3 Partie!~ cany a single negative 
. cb.arie. ·ana ~ 11 lOwer specific ionization potential. . Unshieldc!d beta s00n:es can ronstitute enerruil haim:h if.the beta 
radiation is within a few eentimeters Of c:Xposed skiD surfaces and if the beta energy is greater than 70 keV. Beta sources 
shielded with rertaiiJ metallic Jn3terials may produce bn:msstrahlung (low energy x-ray) radiation which may also contribute to 
the C:ttf:rnal radiition expo$ut"e. Internally, beta j>amcles have a mUCh greater range than alpha particles in tissue. However, 
beCaUse they eause!ewer i<lriizatians per unit path length. beta particles deposit mucb less energy to small volumes of tissue and, 
ronsequentty, infikt must 1~ damage than alpha particles. . . . . . 

Positioll$ are izti~ ~ ~ particl~ etee; that they have a poSitive cbaig_e. A p<JSitron b emitted from the nucleus or 
a neutron'-deficienta!O!ll Wilen a proton $ponta1Jeously trans!ot'!IlS intO a neutron. AJternativety, in <:ases where positron emission 

. is Jiot enetgeticauy pOsslbfe,. the neutron deficiency may be 0\'er~me: by electron capture,. Whereby one of the orbital electrons 
···is captuied by ~ nucleus and United with a protOn to form. a neutron:. Or cy aririihilation i'aiiiation~ whereby the combined mass 

of • pOsitron a11d electron is: c:Oiivei:ted into photon energy.·.· The dall:i.ilge inflicted by positrons to small volumes of iissue is 
.• simllar iO thit of beta particles.; > . . . . . . . . ·. . . . . .·• ·.. . . . . • . . .• 

... ·.··.·•· <I~ ~~~~~;~~cDJitied btml tbenucfens ofa.radi();lc:tP/~~ ~:a~.~hich an: extra·nuclearin origi~ are 
•. identical in form ~gamma rays; but have slightly lower ·energy. ranges.( 'Ibm are three main \Wys in. wbkh :C· and gamma rays 
m~ wills ¢a iter. the tlJ1otoetectric Wect. the Cclmpton effect; am~ pair ~rcidu#ion. An three proceSses yield aectron.s which 

.. theU iOnize ar#i:ite (lthCr atoms of the subStance.. Because of. their)ligh. penetration 1lbility, X· and gamma radiations are of 
a:iriiit c:Oncem .as ~t ba:zardS~ · · · · ·. · · · · · ·. · · · · · 

··············~~~~~~·1~··~iu~···~i··~~~~~r··~n.•reactiolls,•·•alo~g·.~tll··!;Zn~~;·j,~~ .... ~~··~~·mgn1ents,.and·.beta.and 
gantina ~¥on. For radionuclides likely to be encountered at Supe.ttnricl :sitc:S. th~ rate o( spOiltilneous fiSSion is mim:ite and 
~ ~ificint neutn>!l ra#atl§ ~ ~- . ·· .· ·. · · .·· .. · · · · · .. ·.· .. · · ·· · · ........ ···· .· ·· · · .. ··. · · 
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EXHIDIT 10-1 

RADIOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SELECTED RADIONUCLIDES 
FOUND AT SUPERFUND SITESa 

Average Radiation Energies (MeVLdecayt 
Nuclide Half-lifec Alpha Beta, Electron 

Am-241 4.32x1cY y 5.57xl0° 5.21x1o-2 

Am-243 7.38x1o' y 5.36xl0° 2.17x1o-2 

Ba-137m 2.55x10° h 6.37x1o-2 

C-14 5.73x1o' y 4.95x1o-2 

Ce-144 2.84x1cY d 9.22x10-2 

Cm-243 2.85x1oi y 5.89xl0° 1.38x1o-1 

Cm-244 1.8tx1of y 5.89xl0° 8.59x10·3 

Co-60 5.27x10° y 9.65xlo-2 

Cr-51 2.77x1oZ d 3.86x1o-3 

Cs-134 2.06x10° y 1.64xlo-1 

Cs-135 2.30x106 y 6.73xlo-2 

Cs-137 3.00xloi y 1.87x1o-1 

Fe-59 4.45xloZ d 1.17xlo-1 

H-3 1.23xloZ y 5.68xlo-3 

I-129 1.57x107 y 6.38x1o-2 

l-131 8.04xlo0 d 1.92xlo-J 

K-40 1.28xltf y 5.23xlo-1 

Mn-54 3.13xlcY d 4.22xlo-3 

Mo-99 6.60xlol h 3.93xlo-1 

Nb-94 2.03xla' y 1.68xlo-1 

Np-237 2.14x106 y 4.85x10° 7.01x10-2 

P-32 1.43xlol d 6.95xlo-1 

Pb-210 2.23xloZ y 3.80xlo-2 

Po-210 1.38x1cY d 5.40xl0° 8.19x1()8 

Pu-238 8.77xlrY y 5.59xl0° 1.06:do-2 

Pu-239 2.41x:lo-l v 5.24xl0° 6.74x1o-3 

Pu-240 6.54xlo3 y 5.24x10° 1.06xlo-2 

Pu-241 1.44xloi y 1.22xl0-4 5.25xlo-3 

Pu-242 3.76xla5 v 4.97x10° 8.73x10·3 

Ra-226 1.60xlo3 y 4.86x10° 3.59xlo-3 

Ra-228 5.75xl0° v 1.69x10-2 

Ru-106 
? • 

3.68xlo-' d l.OOxlo-2 

S-35 8.74xlol d 4.88x1Cf2 

Sr-89 5.05xloi d 5.83xlo-1 

Sr-90 2.91xloi y 1.96xlo-1 

Tc-99 2.13xla5 y l.Olxl0-1 

Tc-99m 6.02x10° h L62xlo-2 

Th-230 7.70xlo"' y 4.75xl0° 1.42x1Cf2 

Th-232 1.41x1oJ0 
V 4.07xl0° 1.25xlo-2 

U-234 2.44xlcf y. 4.84x10° I.32xto·2 

U-235 7.04xtoB v 4.47xl0° 4.92x10"2 

U-238 4.47xlo9 y 4.26xl0° 1.00x1o·2 

3 Source: ICRP 1983 (except Ba-137m data from Kocher 1981). 
b Computerl as the sum of the products of the energies and yields of individual radiations. 
c Half-life expressed in years (y), days (d), and hours (h). 

x, Gamma 

3.25x1o-2 

5.61x1o-2 

5.98x10·1 

2.07x1o-2 

1.35x10·1 

1.70x10·3 

2.50x10° 
3.26x10·2 

1.55x10° 

1.19xl0° 

2.46xlo-2 

3.81x10-I 

1.56xlo-1 

8.36xlo-1 

l.SOxlo-1 

1.57xl0° 
3.46xl0· 2 

4.8lxl0·3 

8.5lxl0-6 

1.81x10-3 

8.07x10·4 

1.73xl0·3 

2.55x10·6 

1.44x10·3 

6.75xw· 3 

4.14xl0·9 

8.45xl0·5 

1.26xl0·1 

l.55xl0·3 

1.33xlo·3 

1.73x10·3 

1.56xlo·1 

1.36xlo-3 
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The activity per unit mass of a given 
radionuclide is called the specific activity, and is 
usually expressed in units of becquerels per gram 
(Bq/g) or curies per gram (Ci/g). The shorter the 
half-life of the radionuclide, the greater is its 
specific activity. For example, Co-60 has a 
radioactive half-life of about 5 years and a specific 
activity of 4xloZ3 Bq/g, whereas Np-237 has a 
half-life of 2 million years and a specific activity 
of 3x107 Bq/g. 

Several terms are used by health physicists to 
describe the physical interactions of different types 
of radiations with biological tissue, and to define 
the effects of these interactions on human health. 
One of the first terms developed was radiation 
exposure, which refers to the transfer of energy 
from a radiation field of x- or gamma rays to a 
unit mass of air. The unit for this definition of 
exposure is the roentgen (R), expressed as 
coulombs of charge per kilogram of air (1 R = 
2.58x1o-4 C/kg). 

The term exposure is also defined as the 
physical contact of the human body with radiation. 
Internal exposure refers to an exposure that occurs 
when human tissues are subjected to radiations 
from radionuclides that have entered the body via 
inhalation, ingestion, injection, or other routes. 
External exposure refers to the irradiation of 
human tissues by radiations emitted by 
radionuclides located outside the body either 
dispersed in the air or water, on skin surfaces, or 
deposited on ground surfaces. All types of 
radiation may contribute to internal exposure, 
whereas only photon, beta, and neutron radiations 
contribute significantly to external exposure. 

Ionizing radiation can cause deleterious 
effects on biological tissues only when the energy 
released during radioactive decay is absorbed in 
tissue. The absorbed dose (D) is defined as the 
mean energy imparted by ionizing radiation per 
unit mass of tissue. The SI unit of absorbed dose 
is the joule per kilogram, also assigned the special 
name the gray (1 Gy = 1 joule/kg). The 
conventional unit of absorbed dose is the rad (1 
rad = 100 ergs per gram == 0.01 Gy). 

For radiation protection purposes, it is 
desirable to compare doses of different types of 

radiation. The absorbed dose of any radiation 
divided by the absorbed dose of a reference 
radiation (traditionally 250 kVp x-rays) that 
produces the same biological endpoint is called 
the Relative Biological Effectiveness or RBE. For 
regulatory purposes, an arbitrary consensus RBE 
estimate called the Quality Factor or Q is often 
used. The dose equivalent (H) was developed to 

normalize the unequal biological effects produced 
from equal absorbed doses of different types of 
radiation. The dose equivalent is defined as: 

H = DQN 

where D is the absorbed dose, Q is a quality 
factor that accounts for the RBE of the type of 
radiation emitted, and N is the product of any 
additional modifying factors. Quality factors 
currently assigned by the International 
Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) 
include values of Q=20 for alpha panicles, Q=10 
for neutrons and protons, and Q=1 for beta 
panicles, positrons, x-rays, and gamma rays (ICRP 
1984). These factors may be interpreted as 
follows: on average, if an equal amount of energy 
is absorbed, an alpha panicle will inflict 
approximately 20 times more damage to biological 
tissue than a beta particle or gamma ray, and 
twice as much damage as a neutron. The 
modifying factor is currently assigned a value of 
unity (N == 1) for all radiations. The SI unit of 
dose equivalent is the sievert (Sv), and the 
conventional unit is the rem (1 rem = 0.01 Sv). 

GENERAL HEALTH PHYSICS 
REFERENCES 

Introduction to Health Physics ( Cember 
1983) 

Atoms,· Radiation, ·lmd Radiation Protection 
(Turner 1986) · · 

:·· .. · :···:· .. . . 

EnviTo~mental Radioa~vily. (Eisen bud 
1987) 

. . 

The: Health Physics and Rtzdiological Health 
Haiuibook (Sbleien and Terpilak 1984) 



EFFECTNE DOSE EQUIVALENT 

. The- effective dose equivalent, HE , is a weighted sum of dose equivalents to all organs and tissues (lCRP 1977, ICRP 1979), 
defined as: 

where Wf is the weighting factor for organ or tissue T and HT is the mean dose equivalent to organ or tissue T. The factor 
W'f, which isnormalizcd so that the summation of all the organ weighting factors is equal to one, corresponds to the fractional 
rontribution of organ or tissue T to the total risk: of stochastic health effects when the body is uniformly irradiated. Simibrly, 
the commiHed effective OOSc: equivalent. ~,50. is defined as the weighted sum of committed dose equivalents to all irradiated 
organs and tissues, as ron~ . 

HE and HJ;SEt thU$ reflect both the distribution of dose among the varioWJ organs and tissues o( the body and their assumed 
relative sensitivities to stochastic effects. The organ and tissue weighting factor values wr are as follows: Gonads, 0.25; Breast, 
0.15; .Red Marrow, 0.12; Lungs. 0~12; Thyroid, 0.03; Bone Surface, 0.03; and Remainder, 0.30 (i.e., a value of wT = 0.06 is 
applicable to each of the five remaining orga!JS or tissues receiving thebighe$t doses). 

The dose delivered to tissues from radiations 
external to the body occurs only while the 
radiation field is present. However, the dose 
delivered to body tissues due to radiations from 
systemically incorporated radionuclides may 
continue long after intake of the nuclide has 
ceased. Therefore, internal doses to specific 
tissues and organs are typically reported in tenns 
of the committed dose equivalent (H7;50), which 
is defined as the integral of the dose equivalent in 
a particular tissue T for 50 years after intake 
(corresponding to a working lifetime). 

When subjected to equal doses of radiation, 
organs and tissues in the human body will exhibit 
different cancer induction rates. To account for 
these differences and to nonnalize radiation doses 
and effects on a whole body basis for regulation 
of occupational exposure, the ICRP developed the 
concept of the effective dose equivalent (HE) and 
committed effective dose equivalent (H£,50), which 
are defined as weighted sums of the organ-specific 
dose equivalents (i.e., Z: wTHT) and organ-specific 
committed dose equivalents (i.e., :EwTHT.50), 
respectively. Weighting factors, wT, are based on 
selected stochastic risk factors specified by the 
ICRP and are used to average organ-specific dose 
equivalents (ICRP 1977, 1979). The effective dose 
equivalent is equal to that dose equivalent, 
delivered at a uniform whole-body rate, that 

corresponds to the same number (but possibly a 
dissimilar distribution) of fatal stochastic health 
effects as the particular combination of committed 
organ dose equivalents (see the box on this page). 

A special unit, the working level (WL), is 
used to describe exposure to the short-lived 
radioactive decay products of radon (Rn-222). 
Radon is a naturally occurring radionuclide that 
is of particular concern because it is ubiquitous, 
it is very mobile in the environment, and it decays 
through a series of short-lived decay products that 
can deliver a significant dose to the lung when 
inhaled. The WL is defined as any combination 
of short-lived radon decay products in one liter of 
air that will result in the ultimate emission oi 
1.3xlo5 MeV of alpha energy. The working level 
month (WLM) is defined as the exposure to 1 
WL for 170 hours (1 working month). 

Radiation protection philosophy encourages 
the reduction of all radiation exposures as low as 
reasonably achievable (ALARA), in consideration 
of technical, economic, and social factors. 
Further, no practice involving radiation exposure 
should be adopted unless it provides a positive net 
benefit. In addition to these general guidelines, 
specific upper limits on radiation exposures and 
doses have been established by regulatory 
authorities as described in the following section. 
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Additional discussion on the measurement of 
radioactivity is provided in Sections 10.3 and 10.4, 
and the evaluation of radiation exposure and dose 
is discussed further in Section 10.5. Discussion of 
potential health impacts from ionizing radiation 
is presented in Section 10.6. 

10.2 REGULATION OF 
RADIOACTIVELY 
CONTAMINATED SITES 

Chapter 2 briefly describes the statutes, 
regulations, guidance, and studies related to the 
human health evaluation process for chemical 
contaminants. The discussion describes CERCLA, 
as amended by SARA, and the RIJFS process. 
Since radionuclides are classified as hazardous 
substances under CERCLA, this information is 
also appli~Able to radioactively contaminated sites. 
Chapter 2 also introduces the concept of 
compliance with applicable or relevant and 
appropriate requirements (ARARs) in federal and 
state environmental laws as required by SARA 
Guidance on potential ARARs for the 
remediation of radioactively contaminated sites 
under CERCLA is available in the CERCLA 
Compliance with Other Laws Manual (EPA 1989c). 
Only a brief summary of regulatory authorities is 
presented here. 

The primary agencies with regulatory 
authority for the cleanup of radioactively 
contaminated sites include EPA, the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC), the Department 
of Energy (DOE), and state agencies. Other 
federal agencies, including the Department of 
Transportation (DOT) and Department of Defense 
(DOD), also have regulatory programs (but more 
limited) for radioactive materials. Also, national 
and international scientific advisory organizations 
provide rewmmendations related to radiation 
protection and radioactive waste management, but 
have no regulatory authority. The following is a 
brief description of the main functions and areas 
of jurisdiction of these agencies and organizations. 

• EPA's authority to protect public health 
and the environment from adverse effects 
of radiation exposure is derived from 
several statutes, including the Atomic 
Energy Act, the Clean Air Act, the 

Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control 
Act (UMTRCA), the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act, the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA), and 
CERCLA EPA's major responsibilities 
with regard to radiation include the 
development of federal guidance and 
standards, assessment of new 
technologies, and surveillance of 
radiation in the environment. EPA also 
has lead responsibility in the federal 
government for advising all federal 
agencies on radiation standards. EPA's 
radiation standards apply to many 
different types of activities involving all 
types of radioactive material (i.e., source, 
byproduct, special nuclear, and naturally 
occurring and accelerator produced 
radioactive material (NARM]). For 
some of the EPA standards, 
implementation and enforcement 
responsibilities are vested in other 
agencies, such as NRC and DOE. 

• NRC licenses the possession and use of 
certain types of radioactive material at 
certain types of facilities. Specifically, the 
NRC is authorized to license source, 
byproduct, and special nuclear material. 
The NRC is not authorized to license 
NARM, although NARM may be 
partially subject to NRC regulation when 
it is associated with material licensed by 
the NRC. Most of DOE's operations 
are exempt from NRC's licensing and 
regulatory requirements, as are certain 
DOD actlVlties involving nucle:u 
weapons and the use of nuclear reactors 
for military purposes. 

• DOE is responsible for conducting or 
overseeing radioactive material 
operations at numerous government
owned/contractor -opera ted facilities. 
DOE is also responsible for managing 
several inactive sites that contain 
radioactive waste, such as sites associated 
with the Formerly Utilized Sites 
Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP), 
the Uranium Mill Tailings Remedial 
Action Program (UMTRAP), the Grand 
Junction Remedial Action Program 
(GJRAP), and the Surplus Facilities 
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MAJOR FEDERAL lAWS FOR RADIATION PROTECfiON . . .. 

• Atomic Energy Act of 1954, Public Law 83-703- established the Atomic Energy <A~ion u the basic regulatory 
authority for ionizing radiation. · · · · · 

• Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, Public Law 93-438 -amended the Atomic Energy Act, and established the Nuclear 
Regulatory Cammission to regulate nondefense nuclear activities. 

• Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act oi 1972. Public uw 92-532 - established controls for oeean disposal of 
radioactive waste. · · 

. . .: : .. : 

• Safe Drinking Water Act, Public Law 93-523 - mandated regulatiOn of ~dionuclides in drinking water. 
. . . . . . . 

• Qean Air Act Amendments of tm, Public Law 95-95 - ~nded <XIVerage ~r the Act's provisions to include 
radionuclides. · · 

• Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control Act of 1978, Public LB.w 96-415 ~ required stabilization and control of byproduct 
materials (primanly mill tailin~) at licensed c:ommercial uranium and tboriliO:q:m><:essing ~ta 

• LOw-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act of 1980, Public Law 96-:573 - made statf2 responsible for disposal of LLRW 
·generated within their borden and encouraged !ormation of inter-state c:omPact.s. 

~ . . . . . . . . . ··. ··.· .. 

• Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, Public Law 97-425;. mandated lhe development oC repositories for the disposal of 
higb-level radioaclivewaste and spent nuclear fuel. ·· · · · · · · · 

.· . : . . ·.. ·.· ... :. ··. 

• Law-Level RadioactiVe. Waste Policy A~ Am~dmcnts ot 1985, Public La~ 9<).240 - am~ded. LLRWP A requirements and 
schedules for establiShment or u.RWdisposalcapacity. . . . . .. 

Management Program (SFMP). DOE is 
authorized to control all types of 
radioactive materials at sites within its 
jurisdiction. 

• Other federal agencies with regulatory 
programs applicable to radioactive waste 
include DOT and DOD. DOT has 
issued regulations that set forth 
packaging, labeling, record keeping, and 
reporting requirements for the transport 
of radioactive material (see 49 CFR 
Parts 171 through 179). Most of DOD's 
radioactive waste management activities 
are regulated by NRC and/or EPA 
However, DOD has its own program for 
controlling wastes generated for certain 
nuclear weapon and reactor operations 
for military purposes. Other agencies, 
such as the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) and the 
Department of the Interior (DOl), may 
also play a role in radioactive waste 
cleanups in certain cases. 

• States have their own authority and 
regulations for managing radioactive 
material and waste. In addition, 29 
states (Agreement States) have entered 
into agreements with the NRC, whereby 
the Commission has relinquished to the 
states its regulatory authority over 
source, byproduct, and small quantities 
of special nuclear material. Both 
Agreement States and Nonagreement 
States can also regulate NAR.\1. Such 
state-implemented regulations are 
potential ARARs. 

• The National Council on Radiation 
Protection and Measurements (NCRP) 
and the International Commission on 
Radiological Protection (ICRP) pro.,ide 
recommendations on human radiation 
protection. The NCRP was chartered 
by Congress to collect, analyze, develop, 
and disseminate information and 
recommendations about radiation 
protection and measurements. The 
ICRP's function is basically the same, 
but on an international level. Although 
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neither the NCRP nor the ICRP have 
regulatory authority, their 
recommendations serve as the basis for 
many of the general (i.e., not 
source-specific) regulations on radiation 
protection developed at state and federal 
levels. 

The standards, advisories, and guidance of 
these various groups are designed primarily to be 
consistent with each other, often overlapping in 
scope and purpose. Nevenheless, there are 
imponant differences between agencies and 
programs in some cases. It is imponant that 
these differences be well understood so that when 
more than one set of standards is potentially 
applicable to or relevant and appropriate for the 
same CERCLA site, RPMs will be able to 
evaluate which standards to follow. In general, 
determination of an ARAR for a site 
contaminated with radioactive materials requires 
consideration of the radioactive constituents 
present and the functional operations that 
generated the site, whose regulatory jurisdiction 
the site falls under, and which regulation is most 
protective, or if relevant and appropriate, most 
appropriate given site conditions. 

For funher information on radiation 
standards, advisories, and guidance, RPMs should 
consult the detailed ARARs guidance document 
(EPA 1989c), as well as EPA's ORP and/or 
Regional Radiation Program Managers. 

10.3 DATA COLLECTION 

Data collection needs and procedures for sites 
contaminated with radioactive substances are very 
similar to those described in Chapter 4 for 
chemically contaminated sites. There are, 
however, some basic differences that simplify data 
collection for radionuclides, including the relative 
ease and accuracy with which natural background 
radiation and radionuclide contaminants can be 
detected in the environment when compared with 
chemical contaminants. 

The pathways of exposure and the 
mathematical models used to evaluate the 
potential health risks associated with radionuclides 
in the environment are similar to those used for 
evaluating chemical contaminants. Many of the 

radionuclides found at Superfund sites behave in 
the environment like trace metals. Consequently, 
the types of data needed for a radiation risk 
assessment are very similar to those required for 
a chemical contaminant risk assessment. For 
example, the environmental, land use, and 
demographic data needed -and the procedures used 
to gather the data required to model fate and 
effect are virtually identical. The primary 
differences lie in the procedures used to 
characterize the radionuclide contaminants. In the 
sections that follow, emphasis is placed on the 
procedures used to characterize the radionuclide 
contaminants and not the environmental setting 
that affects their fate and effects, since the latter 
has been thoroughly covered in Chapter 4. 

10.3.1 RADIATION DETECTION METHODS 

Field and laboratory methods used to identify 
and quantify concentrations of radio nuclides in the 
environment are, in many cases, more exact, less 
costly, and more easily implemented than those 
employed for chemical analyses. Selection of a 
radiometric method depends upon the number of 
radionuclides of interest, their activities and types 
of radiations emitted, as well as on the level of 
sensitivity required and the sample size available. 
In some cases, the selection process requires prior 
knowledge of the nature and extent of radioactive 
contamination present onsite. See the references 
provided in the box on page 10-12 for detailed 
guidance on sample collection and preparation, 
radiochemical procedures, and radiation counters 
and measurement techniques. The following 
discussion provides an overview of a few of the 
radiation detection techniques and instruments 
currently used to characterize sites contaminated 
with radioactive materials. 

Field methods utilize instrumental techniques 
rather than radiochemical procedures to determine 
in-situ identities and concentrations of 
radionuclides, contamination profiles, and external 
beta/gamma exposure rates. Field instruments 
designed for radiation detection (see Exhibit 10-
2) are portable, rugged, and relatively insensitive 
to wide fluctuations in temperature and humidity. 
At the same time, they are sensitive enough to 
discriminate between variable levels of background 
radiation from naturally occurring radionuclides 
and excess radiation due to radioactive waste. 
Because of the harsh conditions in which they are 



EXHIBIT 10-2 

TYPES OF FIELD RADIATION DETECTION INSTRUMENTS 

lnslrumcnts 

Beta-Gamma Surface Monitors0 

Portable Count Rate Meter (Thin 
Walled or Thin Window G-M Counter) 

Alpha Surface Monitors 
Portable Air Proportional Counter 
with Probe 

Portahle Gas Flow Counter with Proht 

Portable Scintillation Counter with 
Probe 

Air Monilon 
Particle Samplers 

Filter Paper (lligh-volume) 

Filter Paper (Low-volume) 

Electrostatic Precipitator 

Impinger 

Tritium Monitors 
Flow ioni7.ation chamhcrs 

Range of Counting Rate 
ami Other Characteristics 

0-J,(lOO; 0- 10,000; 0-100,000 
count/min 

0-IOO,!XlO count/min over 
IIKJ cm1 

0-IIKJ,OOO count/min over 
100 crn 1 

0-100,000 count/min over 
100 cm1 

.tO ft 3/min (1.1 m3/min) 

0.1 to 10 ft1/min 
(tl.!J03-0.3 m3/min) 

20 to 40 ft3 /min 
(fHi-1.1 m3/min) 

a None of these surface monitors is suirahlc fur tritium detection. 

Source: NCHP Report No. 57 (NCR!' 197/l). 

Typical Uses Remarks 

Surfaces, hands, clothing Simple, reliable, battery powered 

Surfaces, hands, clothing Not accurate in high humidity; battery powered; 
fragile window 

Surfaces, hands, clothing Not affected by the humidity; baltery powered; 
fragile window 

Surfaces, hands, clothing Not affected by the humidity; battery powered; 
fragile window 

For quick grab samples Used intermittently; requires separate coutner 

For continuous room air Used continuously; requires separate counter 
breathing zone monitoring 

!'or continuous monitoring Sample deposited on cyclindrical shell; requires 
separate counter 

Alpha contamination Special uses; requires separate counter 

Continuous monitoring May be sensitive to other sources or ioniz.ation 
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RADIONUCUDE 1\fEASUREMENT 
PROCEDURES 

Environmenml Radiation Measurements 
(NCRP 1976) 

InstrumentatiOn and Monitoring Methods for 
Radiation Protection (NCRP 1978) 

... . .. . 

Radiochemical_,4naJytical Procedures for 
Anolysis ofEnvironmental Samples (EPA 
1979a) . . 

Eastern Environmental Radwtion Facility 
Radiochemistry Procedures Manual (EPA 
1984a) 

A Handbook of Radioactivity Measurement 
Procedures •• (NCRP .1985a) 

sometimes operated, and because their detection 
efficiency varies with photon energy, all field 
instruments should be properly calibrated in the 
laboratory against National Bureau of Standards 
(NBS) radionuclide sources prior to use in the 
field. Detector response should also be tested 
periodically in the field against NBS check-sources 
of known activity. 

Commonly used gamma-ray survey meters 
include Geiger-Muller (G-M) probes, sodium 
iodide (Nai(TI)) crystals, and solid-state 
germanium diodes (Ge(Li)) coupled to ratemeters, 
scalers, or multichannel analyzers (MCAs). These 
instruments provide measurements of overall 
exposure rates in counts per minute, or 
microRoentgens or microrem per hour. However, 
only Nal and Ge(Li) detectors with MCAs provide 
energy spectra of the gamma rays detected and 
can therefore verify the identity of specific 
radionuclides. Thin window G-M detectors and 
Pancake (ionization) probes are used to detect 
beta particles. Alpha-particle surface monitors 
include portable air proponional, gas proponional, 
and zinc sulfide (ZnS) scintillation detectors, 
which all have very thin and fragile windows. The 
references in the box on this page provide 
additional information on several other survey 
techniques and instruments, such as aerial gamma 

--:; .. ~ - .· ··--.'-' :...-~ 

surveillance used to map gamma exposure rate 
contours over large areas. 

Laboratory methods involve both chemical 
and instrumental techniques to quantify low-levels 
of radionuclides in sample media. The 
preparation of samples prior to counting is an 
important consideration, especially for samples 
containing alpha- and beta-emitting radionuclides 
that either do not emit gamma rays or emit 
gamma rays of low abundance. Sample 
preparation is a multistep process that achieves 
the following three objectives: (1) the destruction 
of the sample matrix (primarily organic material) 
to reduce alpha- and beta-particle self-absorption; 
(2) the separation and concentration of 
radionuclides of interest to increase resolution and 
sensitivity; and (3) the preparation of the sample 
in a suitable form for counting. Appropriate 
radioactive tracers (i.e., isotopes of the 
radionuclides of interest that are not present in 
the sample initially, but are added to the sample 
to serve as yield determinants) must be selected 
and added to the sample before a radiochemical 
procedure is initiated. 

For alpha counting, samples are prepared as 
thin-layer (low mass) sources on membrane filters 
by coprecipitation with stable carriers or on metal 
discs by electrodeposition. These sample filters and 
discs are then loaded into gas proponional 
counters, scintillation detectors, or alpha 
spectrometry systems for measurement (see Exhibit 
10-3). In a proponional counter, the sample is 
immersed in a counting gas, usually methane and 
argon, and subjected to a high voltage field: alpha 
emissions dissociate the counting gas creating an 
ionization current proportional to the source 
strength, which is then measured by the system 
electronics. In a scintillation detector, the sample 
is placed in contact with a ZnS phosphor against 
the window of a photomultiplier (PM) tube: alpha 
particles induce flashes of light in the phosphor 
that are convened to an electrical current in the 
PM tube and measured. Using alpha spectrometry, 
the sample is placed in a holder in an evacuated 
chamber facing a solid-state, surface-barrier 
detector: alpha particles strike the detector and 
cause electrical impulses, which are soned by 
strength into electronic bins and counted. All 
three systems yield results in counts per minute, 
which are then convened into activity units using 
detector- and radionuclide-specific calibration 



EXHIBIT 10-3 

TYPES OF LABORATORY RADIATION DETECTION INSTRUMENTSa 

Type of Instrument 

Gas Proponlonal Counters 

Liquid-Scintillation Counters 

Nal (11) Cylindrical or Well Crystals 

Ionization Chambers 

Solid-state Detectors 

Typical Activity 
Range (mCi) 

w- 7 w w-3 

w-7 to w-3 

10 6 to 10 3 

w 1 to Jo-1 

10 1 to10 

"Sour~e: NCRP Report No. 58 (NCRP !985a). 

Typical Sample Form 

Film disc mount, gas 

Up to 20 ml of liquid gel 

Liquid, solid, or mntained gas, 
<4 ml 

Liquid, solid, or contained gas 
(can be large In size) 

Various 

Data Acquisition and Display 

Ratemeter or scaler 

Accessories for background subtraction, quench correction, 
Internal standard, sample comparison 

Ratemeter 

Discriminators for measuring various energy regions 

Multichannel analyzer, or computer pillS analog-to-digital 
convener 

Computational accessories for full-energy-peak identification, 
quantification, and spectrum stripping 

Ionization-current measurement; 
digital (mCI) readout, as In dose calibrators 

Multichannel analyzer or computer with various readout 
options 
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values. Alpha spectrometry is the only s;-stem, 
however, that can be used to identify specific 
alpha-emitting radionuclides. 

For beta counting, samples are prepared both 
as thin-sources and as solutions mixed with 
scintillation fluid, similar in function to a 
phosphor. Beta-emitting sources are counted in 
gas proportional counters at higher voltages than 
those applied for alpha counting or in scintillation 
detectors using phosphors specifically constructed 
for beta-particle detection. Beta-emitters mixed 
with scintillation fluid are counted in 20 ml vials 
in beta-scintillation counters: beta-particle 
interactions with the fluid produce detectable light 
flashes. Like alpha detectors, beta detectors 
provide measurements in counts per minute, which 
are converted to activity units using calibration 
factors. It should be noted, however, that few 
detection systems are available for determining the 
identity of individual beta-emitting radionuclides, 
because beta particles are emitted as a continuous 
spectrum of energy that is difficult to characterize 
and ascribe to any specific nuclide. 

It is advisable to count all samples intact in 
a known geometry on a Nai or Ge(Li) detector 
system prior to radiochemical analysis, because 
many radionuclides that emit gamma rays in 
sufficient abundance and energy can be detected 
and measured by this process. Even complex 
gamma-ray spectra emitted by multiple 
radionuclide sources can be resolved using Ge(Li) 
detectors, MCAs, and software packages, and 
specific radionuclide concentrations can be 
determined. If the sample activity is low or if 
gamma rays are feeble, then more rigorous alpha 
or beta analyses are advised. 

10.3.2 REVIEWING AVAILABLE SITE 
INFORMATION 

In Chapter 4, reference is made to reviewing 
the site data for chemical contaminants in 
accordance with Stage 1 of the Data Quality 
Objectives (DQO) process (see box on Page 4-4). 
This process also applies to radionuclides. For 
further guidance on the applicability of DQOs to 
radioactively contaminated sites, consult EPA's 
Office of Radiation Programs. 

10.3.3 ADDRESSING MODEUNG 
PARAMETER NEEDS 

Exhibits 4-1 and 4-2 describe the elements of 
a conceptual model and the types of information 
that may be obtained during a site sampling 
investigation. These exhibits apply to radioactively 
contaminated sites with only minor modifications. 
For example, additional exposure pathways for 
direct external exposure from immersion in 
contaminated air or water or from contaminated 
ground surfaces may need to be addressed for 
certain radionuclides; these exposure pathways are 
discussed further in subsequent sections. In 
addition, several of the parameters identified in 
these exhibits are not as important or necessary 
for radiological surveys. For example, the 
parameters that are related primarily to the 
modeling of organic contaminants, such as the 
lipid content of organisms, are typically not 
needed for radiological assessments. 

10.3.4 DEFINING BACKGROUND 
RADIATION SAMPUNG NEEDS 

As is the case with a chemically contaminated 
site, the background characteristics of a 
radioactively contaminated site must be defined 
reliably in order to distinguish natural background 
radiation and fallout from the onsite sources of 
radioactive waste. With the possible exception of 
indoor sources of Rn-222, it is often possible to 
make these distinctions because the radiation 
detection equipment and analytical techniques 
used are very precise and sensitive. At a 
chemically contaminated site, there can be many 
potential and difficult-to-pinpoint offsite sources 
for the contamination found onsite, confounding 
the interpretation of field measurements. With a 
radioactively contaminated site, however, this is 
not usually a problem because sources of 
radionuclides are, in general, easier to isolate and 
identify. In fact, some radionuclides are so 
specifically associated with particular industries 
that the presence of a certain radioactive 
contaminant sometimes acts as a "fingerprint" to 
identify its source. Additional information on the 
sources of natural background and man-made 
radiation in the environment may be found in the 
references listed in the box on the next page. 



NATURAL BACKGROUND RADIATION 

Tritium in the Environment (NCRP 1979) 

Ionizing Radiation: Sources and Effects 
(UNSCEAR 1982) 

Exposure from the Uranium Series with 
Emphasis on Radon and its Daughters 
(NCRP1984b} 

Carbon-14 in the Environment (NCRP 
1985c) 

Environmental Radioactivity (Eisenbud 
1987) 

Population Exposure to External NaJUral 
Radiation Background in)he ··United States 
(EPA 1987a) · 

Ionizing Radiation Erpostire of the 
Population of the Unired States (NCRP 
1987a) 

Exposure of the Population of the United 
States and CantidafromNatural 
Background RJUliation ·. (NCRP 1987b) 

10.3.5 PREUMINARY IDENTIFICATION 
OF POTENTIAL EXPOSURE 

Identification of environmental media of 
concern, the types of radionuclides expected at a 
site, areas of concern (sampling locations), and 
potential routes of radionuc!ide transport through 
the environment is an important part of the 
radiological risk assessment process. Potential 
media of concern include soil, ground water, 
surface water, air, and biota, as discussed in 
Chapter 4. Additional considerations for 
radioactively contaminated sites are listed below. 

• Usually a very limited number of 
radionuclides at a site contribute 
significantly to the risk. During the site 
scoping meeting, it is appropriate to 
consult with a health physicist not only 
to develop a conceptual model of the 
facility, but also to identify the 
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anticipated critical radionuc!ides and 
pathways. 

• In addition to the environmental media 
identified for chemically contaminated 
sites, radioactively contaminated sites 
should be examined for the potential 
presence of external radiation fields. 
Many radionuclides emit both beta and 
gamma radiation, which can create 
significant external exposures. 

• There are other components in the 
environment that may or may not be 
critical exposure pathways for the public, 
but that are very useful indicators of the 
extent and type of contamination at a 
site. These components include 
sediment, aquatic plants, and fish, which 
may concentrate and integrate the 
radionuclide contaminants that may be 
(or have been) present in the aquatic 
environment at a site. Accordingly, 
though some components of the 
environment may or may not be 
important direct routes of exposure to 
man, they can serve as indicators of 
contamination. 

10.3.6 DEVELOPING A STRATEGY FOR 
SAMPLE COllECTION 

The discussions in Chapter 4 regarding 
sample location, size, type, and frequency apply as 
well to radioactively contaminated sites with the 
following additions and qualifications. Fir3t, the 
resolution and sensitivity of radioanalytical 
techniques permit detection in the environment of 
most radionuclides at levels that are well below 
those that are considered potentially harmful. 
Analytical techniques for nonradioactive chemicals 
are usually not this sensitive. 

For radionuclides, continuous monitoring of 
the site environment is important, in addition to 
the sampling and monitoring programs described 
in Chapter 4. Many field devices that measure 
external gamma radiation, such as continuous 
radon monitors and high pressure ionization 
chambers, provide a real time continuous record 
of radiation exposure levels and radionuclide 
concentrations. Such devices are useful for 
determining the temporal variation of radiation 
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levels at a contaminated site and for comparing 
the>e results to the variability observed at 
background locations. Continuous measure-ments 
provide an added level of resolution for 
quantifying and characterizing radiological risk. 

Additional factors that affect the frequency of 
sampling for radionuclides, besides those discussed 
in Chapter 4, include the half-lives and the decay 
products of the radionuclides. Radionuclides with 
short half-lives, such as Fe-59 (half-life = 44.5 
days), have to be sampled more frequently because 
relatively high levels of contamination can be 
missed between longer sampling intervals. The 
decay products of the radionuclides must also be 
considered, because their presence can interfere 
with the detection of the parent nuclides of 
interest, and because they also may be important 
contributors to risks. 

10.3.7 QUALTIY ASSURANCE AND 
QUALTIY CONTROL (QNQC) 
MEASURES 

The QNQC concepts descnbed in Chapter 
4 also apply to sampling and analysis programs for 
radionuclides, although the procedures differ. 
Guidance regarding sampling and measurement of 
radionuclides and QNQC protocols for their 
analyses are provided in the publications listed in 
the box on this page. 

The QNQC protocols used for radionuclide 
analysis were not developed to meet the evidential 
needs of the Superfund program; however, it is 
likely that many of the current radiological 
QNQC guidance would meet the intent of 
Superfund requirements. Some areas where 
radiological QNQC guidance may not meet the 
intent of Superfund are listed below. 

• The degree of standardization for 
radiochemical procedures may be less 
rigorous in the QNQC protocols than 
that required for chemical labs under 
the Contract Laboratory Program (CLP). 
In radiochemical laboratories, several 
different techniques may be used to 
analyze for a specific radionuclide in a 
given matrix with comparable results. 
The CLP requires all participating 
chemical laboratories to use standardized 
techniques. 

• The required number and type of QC 
blanks are fewer for radionuclide 
samples. For example, a "trip' blank is 
not generally used because radionuclide 
samples are less likely to be 
contaminated from _direct exposure to air 
than are samples of volatile organics. 

Limited guidance is available that specifies 
field QNQC procedures (see the box on this 
page). These and other issues related to QNQC 
guidance for radiological analyses are discussed 
further in the Section 10.4. 

RADIONUCLIDE MEAStJR.Ei\.IEI'i"f 
QAJQC PROCEDURES 

Quality Control for Environmental 
Meaiurenients Using Gamma-Ray 
Spectrometry (EPA 1977b) 

Quality Assurance Monitoring Programs 
(Nomial Operation) - Effluent Streams and 
the Environment (NRC 1979) 

Upgrading Environmental Radiation Data 
(EPA 1980) 

Handbook of Analytical Quality Control in 
Radioanalytical Laboratories (EPA 19870) 

QA Procedures forHealth Labs 
Radiochemistry (American Public Health 
Association 1987) 

10.4 DATA EVALUATION 

Chapter 5 describes the procedures for 
organizing and evaluating data collected during a 
site sampling investigation for use in risk 
assessment. The ten-step process outlined for 
chemical data evaluation is generally applicable to 
the evaluation of radioactive contaminants. 
although many of the details must be modified to 
accommodate differences in sampling and 
analytical methods. 



10.4.1 COl\ffiL'ITNG DATA FRO~I 
AVAilABLE SITE INVESTIGATIONS 

All available data for the site should be 
gathered for evaluation and sorted by 
environmental medium sampled, analytical 
methods, and sampling periods. Decisions should 
be made, using the process described in Section 
5.1, to combine, evaluate individually, or eliminate 
specific data for use in the quantitative risk 
assessment 

10.4.2 EVALUATING ANALYfiCAL 
MEfBODS 

As with chemical data, radiological data 
should be grouped according to the types of 
analyses performed to determine which data are 
appropriate for use in quantitative risk assessment. 
Analytical methods for measuring radioactive 
contaminants differ from those for measuring 
organic and inorganic chemicals. Standard 
laboratory procedures for radionuclide analyses are 
presented in references, such as those listed in the 
box on page 10-12. Analytical methods include 
alpha, beta, and gamma spectrometry, liquid 
scintillation counting, proportional counting, and 
chemical separation followed by spectrometry, 
depending on the specific radionuclides of interest. 

Laboratory accreditation procedures for the 
analysis of radionuclides also differ. Radionuclide 
analyses are not currently conducted as part of the 
Routine Analytical Ser.ices (RAS) under the 
Superfund CLP. However, these analyses may be 
included under Special Analytical Services (SAS). 
The EPA Environmental Radioactivity 
Intercomparison Program, coordinated by the 
Nuclear Radiation Assessment Division of the 
Environmental Monitoring Systems Laboratory in 
Las Vegas (EMSL-LV), provides quality assurance 
oversight for participating radiation measurement 
laboratories (EPA 1989b). Over 300 federal, state, 
and private laboratories participate in some phase 
of the program, which includes analyses for a 
variety of radionuclides in media (e.g., water, air, 
milk, and food) with activity concentrations that 
approximate levels that may be encountered in the 
environment. Similar intercomparison programs 
for analysis of thermoluminescent dosimeters 
(1LDs) for external radiation exposure rate 
measurements are conducted by the DOE 
Environmental Measurements Laboratory (EML) 
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and the DOE Radiological and Environmental 
Services Laboratory (RESL). 

In both cases, these intercomparison 
programs are less comprehensive thai}. the CLP in 
terms of facility requirements other than analysis 
of performance evaluation samples, such as 
laboratory space and procedural requirements, 
instrumentation, training, and quality control. 
However, until such time as radiation 
measurements become fully incorporated in the 
CLP, use of laboratories that successfully 
participate in these intercomparison studies may 
be the best available alternative for ensuring 
high-quality analytical data. Regardless of 
laboratory accreditation, all analytical results 
should be carefully scrutinized and not accepted 
at face value. 

As discussed in Chapter 5 for chemical 
analyses, radioanalytical results that are not 
specific for a particular radionuclide (e.g., gross 
alpha, gross beta) may have limited usefulness for 
quantitative risk assessment. They can be useful 
as a screening tool, however. EX!emal gamma 
exposure rate data, although thought of as a 
screening measurement, can be directly applied as 
input data for a quantitative risk assessment. 

10.4.3 EVALUATING QUAt~TITATIO~ 
LIMITS 

Lower limits of detection (LLDs), or 
quantitation limits, for standard techniques for 
most radionuclide analyses are sufficiently low to 
ensure the detection of nuclides at activity 
concentrations well below levels of concern. 
There are exceptions, however: some 
radionuclides with very low specific activities, long 
half-lives, and/or low-energy decay emissions (e.g., 
I-129, C-14) are difficult to detect precisely using 
standard techniques. To achieve lower LLDs, a 
laboratory may: (1) use more sensitive 
measurement techniques and/or chemical 
extraction procedures; (2) analyze larger sample 
sizes; or (3) increase the counting time of the 
sample. A laboratory may also choose to apply 
all three options to increase detection capabilities. 
Exhibit 10-4 presents examples of typical LLDs 
using standard analytical techniques. 

The same special considerations noted for 
chemical analyses would also apply for 
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EXHIBIT 10-4 

EXA1\1PLES OF LOWER LIMITS OF DETECTION (LLD) 
FOR SELECTED RADIONUCLIDES USING STANDARD ANALYTICAL METHODSa 

LLD 
Isotope Sample Mediab pCi Bq Methodology 

Co-60 -Water 10 0.4 Gamma Spectrometry 
-Soil (dry wt.) 0.1 0.004 Gamma Spectrometry 
-Biota (wet wtf 0.1 0.004 Gamma Spectrometry 
-Air' 25 0.9 Gamma Spectrometry 

Sr-90 -Water 1 0.04 Radiochemistry 

Cs-137 -Water 10 0.4 Gamma Spectrometry 
0.3 0.01 Radiochemistry 

-Soil (dry wt.) 1 0.04 Gamma Spectrometry 
0.3 0.01 Radiochemistry 

-Biota (wet wt.) 1 0.04 Gamma Spectrometry 
0.3 0.01 Radiochemistry 

-Air 30 1 Gamma Spectrometry 

Pb-210 -Water 0.2 0.007 Radiochemistry 
-Soil (dry wt.) 0.2 0.007 Radiochemistry 
-Biota (wet wt.) 0.2 0.007 Radiochemistry 
-Air 5 0.2 Radiochemistry 

Ra-226 -Water 100 4 Gamma Spectrometry 
0.1 0.004 Radiochemistry 
0.1 0.004 Radon Daughter Emanation 

-Soil (dry wt.) 0.1 0.004 Radon Daughter Emanation 
-Biota (wet wt.) 0.1 0.004 Radon Daughter Emanation 
-.Air 1 0.04 Alpha Spectrometry 

Th-232 -Water 0.02 0.0007 Alpha Spectrometry 
-Soil (dry wt.) 0.2 0.007 Radiochemistry 
-Biota (wet wt.) 0.02 0.0007 Alpha Spectrometry 
-Air 0.3 0.01 Alpha Proportional Counter 

U-234 -Water 0.02 0.0007 Alpha Spectrometry 
U-235 -Soil (dry wt.) 0.1 0.004 Alpha Spectrometry 
U-238 -Biota (wet wt.) 0.01 0.0004 Alpha Spectrometry 

-Air 0.2 0.007 Alpha Spectrometry 

(continued) 
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EXIITBIT 10-4 (continued) 

EXAMPLES OF LOWER LIMITS OF DETECTION (LLD) 
FOR SELECTED RADIONUCLIDES USING STANDARD ANALYTICAL METHODSa 

LLD 
Isotope Sample Mediab pCi Bq Methodology 

Pu-238 -Water 0.02 0.0007 Alpha Spectrometry 
Pu-239 -Soil (dry wt.) 0.1 0.004 Alpha Spectrometry 
Pu-240 -Biota (wet wt.) 0.01 0.0004 Alpha Spectrometry 

-Air 0.2 0.007 Alpha Spectrometry 

a Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Eastern Environmental Radiation Facility (EPA-EERF), Department of Energy 
Environmental Measurements Laboratory (DOE-EML), and commercial laboratories. Note that U.Ds are radionuclide-, media-, 
sample size-, and laboratory-specific: higher and lower U.Ds than those reponed above are possible. The risk assessor should 
request and report the U.Ds supplied by the laboratory performing the analyses. 

b Nominal sample sizes: water (1 liter), soil (1 kg dry wt.), biota (1 kg wet wt.), and air (1 filter sample). 

c Biota includes vegetation, fiSh, and meat. 

d Air refers to a sample of 300 m3 of air collected on a filter, which is analyzed for the radionuclide of interest. 
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radionuclides that are not detected in any samples 
from a particular medium, but are suspected to be 
present at a site. In these cases, three options may 
be applied: (1) re-analyze the sample using more 
sensitive methods; (2) use the LLD value as a 
nproxy~ concentration to evaluate the potential 
risks at the detection limit; or (3) evaluate the 
possible risk implication of the radionuclide 
qualitatively. An experienced health physicist 
should decide which of these three options would 
be most appropriate. 

When multiple radionuclides are present in 
a sample, various interferences can occur that may 
reduce the analytical sensitivity for a particular 
radionuclide. Also, in some areas of high 
background radioactivity from naturally occurring 
radionuclides, it may be difficult to differentiate 
background contributions from incremental site 
contamination. It may be possible to eliminate 
such interferences by radiochemical separation or 
special instrumental techniques. 

A sample with activity that is nondetectable 
should be reported as less than the appropriate 
sample and radionuclide-specific LLD value. 
However, particular caution should be exercised 
when applying this approach to radionuclides that 
are difficult to measure and possess unusually high 
detection limits, as discussed previously. In most 
cases where a potentially important radionuclide 
contaminant is suspected, but not detected, in a 
sample, the sample should be reanalyzed using 
more rigorous radiochemical procedures and more 
sophisticated detection techniques. 

If radionuclide sample data for a site are 
reported without sample-specific radionuclide 
quantitation limits, the laboratory conducting the 
analyses should be contacted to determine the 
appropriate LLD values for the analytical 
techniques and sample media. 

10.4.4 EVALUATING QUALIFIED A.J.~D 
CODED DATA 

Various data qualifiers and codes may be 
attached to problem data from inorganic and 
organic chemical analyses conducted under the 
CLP as shown in Exhibits 5-4 and 5-5. These 
include laboratory qualifiers assigned by the 

laboratory conducting the analysis and data 
validation qualifiers assigned by personnel involved 
in data validation. These qualifiers pertain to 
QAJQC problems and generally indicate questions 
concerning chemical identity, chemical 
concentration, or both. No corresponding system 
of qualifiers has been developed for radioanalytical 
data, although certain of the CLP data qualifiers 
might be adopted for use in reporting 
radioanalytical data. The health physicist should 
define and evaluate any qualifiers attached to data 
for radionuclide analyses. Based on the discussions 
in Chapter 5, the references on methods listed 
above, and professional judgment, the health 
physicist should eliminate inappropriate data from 
use in the risk assessment. 

10.4.5 COMPARING CONCE~TRATIONS 
DETECTED IN BLANKS WITH 
CONCENTRATIONS DETECTED IN 
SMIPLES 

The analysis of blank samples (e.g., laboratory 
or reagent blanks, field blanks, calibration blanks) 
is an important component of a proper 
radioanalytical program. Analysis of blanks 
provides a measure of contamination introduced 
into a sample during sampling or analysis 
activities. 

The CLP provides guidance for inorganic and 
organic chemicals that are not common laboratory 
contaminants. According to this guidance, if a 
blank contains detectable levels of any uncommon 
laboratory chemical, site sample results should be 
considered positive only if the measured 
concentration in the sample exceeds five times the 
maximum amount detected in any blank. Samples 
containing less than five times the blank 
concentration should be classified as nondetects. 
and the maximum blank-related concentration 
should be specified as the quantitation limit for 
that chemical in the sample. Though they are 
not considered to be common laboratory 
contaminants, radionuclides should not be 
classified as nondetects using the above CLP 
guidance. Instead, the health physicist should 
evaluate all active sample preparation and 
analytical procedures for possible sources of 
contamination. 



10.4.6 EVALUATING TENTATIVELY 
IDENTIFIED RADIONUCLIDES 

Because radionuclides are not included on the 
Target Compound List (TCL), they may be 
classified as tentatively identified compounds 
(TICs) under CLP protocols. In reality, however, 
radioanalytical techniques are sufficiently sensitive 
that the identity and quantity of radionuclides of 
potential concern at a site can be determined with 
a high degree of confidence. In some cases, 
spectral or matrix interferences may introduce 
uncertainties, but these problems usually can be 
overcome using special radiochemical and/or 
instrumental methods. In cases where a 
radionuclide's identity is not sufficiently 
well-defined by the avai1able data set: (1) further 
analyses may be performed using more sensitive 
methods, or (2) the tentatively identified 
radionuclide may be included in the risk 
assessment as a contaminant of potential concern 
with notation of the uncertainty in its identity and 
concentration. 

10.4.7 CO:MP ARING SAMPLES WITH 
BACKGROUND 

It is imperative to select, collect, and analyze 
an appropriate number of background samples to 
be able to distinguish between onsite sources of 
radionuclide contaminants from radionuclides 
expected normally in the environment. 
Background measurements of direct radiation and 
radionuclide concentrations in all media of 
concern should be determined at sampling 
locations geologically similar to the site, but 
beyond the influence of the site. Screening 
measurements (e.g., gross alpha, beta, and gamma) 
should be used to determine whether more 
sens1t1ve radionuclide-specific analyses are 
warranted. Professional judgment should be used 
by the health physic'..st to select appropriate 
background sampling locations and analytical 
techniques. The health physicist should also 
determine which naturally occurring radionuclides 
(e.g., uranium, radium, or thorium) detected onsite 
should be eliminated from the quantitative risk 
assessment. All man-made radionuclides detected 
in samples collected should, however, be retained 
for further consideration. 

10.4.8 
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DEVELOPING A SET OF 
RADIONUCUDE DATA AND 
INFORMATION FOR USE IN A 
RISK ASSESSMENT 

The process described in Section 5.8 for 
selection of chemical data for inclusion in the 
quantitative risk assessment generally applies for 
radionuclides as well. One exception is the lack 
of CLP qualifiers for radionuclides, as discussed 
previously. Radionuclides of concern should 
include those that are positively detected in at 
least one sample in a given medium, at levels 
significantly above levels detected in blank samples 
and significantly above local background levels. 
As discussed previously, the decision to include 
radionuclides not detected in samples from any 
medium but suspected at the site based on 
historical information should be made by a 
qualified health physicist. 

10.4.9 GROUPING RADIONUCLIDES BY 
ClASS 

Grouping radionuclides for consideration in 
the quantitative risk assessment is generally 
unnecessary and inappropriate. Radiation dose 
and resulting health risk is highly dependent on 
the specific properties of each radionuclide. In 
some cases, however, it may be acceptable to 
group different radioisotopes of the same element 
that have similar radiological characteristics (e.g., 
Pu-238(239/240, U-235(238) or belong to the same 
decay series. Such groupings should be determined 
very selectively and seldom offer any significant 
advantage. 

10.4.10 FURTHER REDUCTION IN THE 
NUMBER OF RADIONUCUDES 

For sites with a large number of 
radionuclides detected in samples from one or 
more media, the risk assessment should focus on 
a select group of radionuclides that dominate the 
radiation dose and health risk to the critical 
receptors. For example, when considering 
transport through ground water to distant 
receptors, transit times may be very long; 
consequently, only radionuclides with long 
half-lives or radioactive progeny that are formed 
during transport may be of concern for that 
exposure pathway. For direct external exposures, 
high-energy gamma emitters are of principal 
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concern, whereas alpha-emitters may dominate 
doses from the inhalation and ingestion pathways. 
The important radionuclides may differ for each 
exposure pathway and must be determined on 
their relative concentrations, half-lives, 
environmental mobility, and dose conversion 
factors (see Section 10.5 for discussion of dose 
conversion factors) for each exposure pathway of 
interest. 

The total actlVlty inventory and individual 
concentrations of radionuclides at a Superfund site 
will change with time as some nuclides decay 
away and others "grow in" as a result of 
radioactive decay processes. Consequently, it may 
be important to evaluate different time scales in 
the risk assessment. For example, at a site where 
Ra-226 (half-life = 1600 years) is the only 
contaminant of concern in soil at some initial 
time, the Pb-210 (half-life = 223 years) and 
Po-210 (half-life = 138 days) progeny will also 
become dominant contributors to the activity 
onsite over a period of several hundred years. 

10.4.11 SUMMARIZING AND PRESENTING 
DATA 

Presentation of results of the data collection 
and evaluation process will be generally the same 
for radionuclides and chemical contaminants. The 
sample table formats presented in Exhibits 5-6.and 
5-7 are equally applicable to radionuclide data, 
except that direct radiation measurement data 
should be added, if appropriate for the 
radionuclides and exposure pathways identified at 
the site. 

10.5 EXPOSURE AND DOSE 
ASSESSMENT 

This section describes a methodology for 
estimating the radiation dose equivalent to 
humans from potential exposures to radionuclides 
through all pertinent exposure pathways at a 
remedial site. These estimates of dose equivalent 
may be used for comparison with radiation 
protection standards and criteria. However, this 
methodology has been developed for regulation of 
occupational radiation exposures for adults and is 
not completely applicable for estimating health 
risk to the general population. Section 10.7.2, 

therefore, describes a separate methodology for 
estimating health risk. 

Chapter 6 describes the procedures for 
conducting an exposure assessment for chemical 
contaminants as part of the baseline risk 
assessment for Superfund sites. Though many 
aspects of the discussion apply to radionuclides, 
the term "exposure" is used in a fundamentally 
different way for radionuclides as compared to 
chemicals. For chemicals, exposure generally 
refers to the intake (e.g., inhalation, ingestion, 
dermal exposure) of the toxic chemical, expressed 
in units of mg/kg-day. These units are convenient 
because the toxicity values for chemicals are 
generally expressed in these tenns. For example, 
the toxicity value used to assess carcinogenic 
effects is the slope factor, expressed in units of 
risk of lifetime excess cancers per mg/kg-day. As 
a result, the product of the intake estimate with 
the slope factor yields the risk of cancer (with 
proper adjustments made for absorption, if 
necessary). 

Intakes by inhalation, ingestion, and 
absorption are also potentially important exposure 
pathways for radionuclides, although radionuclide 
intake is typically expressed in units of activity 
(i.e., Bq or Ci) rather than mass. Radionuclides 
that enter through these internal exposure 
pathways may become systemically incorporated 
and emit alpha, beta, or gamma radiation within 
tissues or organs. Unlike chemical assessments, 
an exposure assessment for radioactive 
contaminants can include an explicit estimation of 
the radiation dose equivalent. As discussed 
previously in Section 10.1, the dose equivalent is 
an expression that takes into consideration both 
the amount of energy deposited in a unit mass of 
a specific organ or tissue as a result of the 
radioactive decay of a specific radionuclide, as 
well as the relative biological effectiveness of the 
radiations emitted by that nuclide. (Note that the 
term dose has a different meaning for 
radionuclides [dose = energy imparted to a unit 
mass of tissue] than that used in Chapter 6 for 
chemicals [dose, or absorbed dose = mass 
penetrating into an organism].) 

Unlike chemicals, radionuclides can have 
deleterious effects on humans without being taken 
into or brought in contact with the body. This is 
because high energy beta particles and photons 



from radionuclides in contaminated air, water, or 
soil can travel long distances with only minimum 
attenuation in these media before depositing their 
energy in human tissues. External radiation 
exposures can result from either exposure to 
radionuclides at the site area or to radionuclides 
that have been transported from the site to other 
locations in the environment. Gamma and x-rays 
are the most penetrating of the emitted radiations, 
and comprise the primary contribution to the 
radiation dose from external exposures. Alpha 
particles are not sufficiently energetic to penetrate 
the outer layer of skin and do not contribute 
significantly to the external dose. External 
exposure to beta particles primarily imparts a dose 
to the outer layer skin cells, although high-energy 
beta radiation can penetrate into the human body. 

The quantification of the amount of energy 
deposited in living tissue due to internal and 
external exposures to radiation is termed radiation 
dosimetry. The amount of energy deposited in 
living tissue is of concern because the potential 
adverse effects of radiation are proportional to 
energy deposition. The energy deposited in tissues 
is proportional to the decay rate of a radionuclide, 
and not its mass. Therefore, radionuclide 
quantities and concentrations are expressed in 
units of activity (e.g., Bq or Ci), rather than in 
units of mass. 

Despite the fundamental difference between 
the way exposures are expressed for radionuclides 
and chemicals, the approach to exposure 
assessment presented in Chapter 6 for chemical 
contaminants largely applies to radionuclide 
contaminants. Specifically, the three steps of an 
exposure assessment for chemicals also apply to 
radionuclides: (1) characterization of the exposure 
setting; (2) identification of the exposure 
pathways; and (3) quantification of exposure. 
However, some of the methods by which these 
three steps are carried out are different for 
radionuclides. 

10.5.1 CHARACTERIZING THE EXPOSURE 
SE'ITING 

Initial characterization of the exposure setting 
for radioactively contaminated sites is virtually 
identical to that described in Chapter 6. One 
additional consideration is that, at sites suspected 
of having radionuclide contamination, a survey 
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should be conducted to determine external 
radiation fields using any one of a number of field 
survey instruments (preferably, G-M tubes and 
Nal(TI) field detectors) (see Exhibit 10-2). Health 
and safety plans should be implemented to reduce 
the possibility of radiation exposures that are in 
excess of allowable limits. 

. . 
. .· . . . 

.. .. REFERENCFS ON EXPOSURE 
. ASSESSMENT FOR RADIONUCLIDFS 
: :. ·. ··.·· .. 

: .· :·'. . : 

Calcu/ati01l of Annual Doses to Man from 
Routine Releases of Reactor Effluents 
(NRC 1977) 

RadiologicaZAssessment: A Textbook on 
BnvironmeniaJ Dose Analysis (fill· and 

.· Meyer 1983) 
.:.:·:::.:· .. : .. <:···:.:. ,;.:·: ·.·· . :. 

.··Models dnd'Parameti!rsfor Environmenwl 
RmJiologicalAssessments (Miller 1984) 

. ·,.· ·.··.·. · ..... ·· 

·• · kadial(]ii;cJt Ass.·.·.·. ess.ment: Pre.dicttng the 
Triznsp()ri, Bioaci:uinitllltion, and Uptake by 
Man of Radio nuclides Released to the 
Environment (NCRP 1984a) · 

::··>·.<·:.· .. :-··:-:: ....... :- . ·.·. 
. . .. 

• Backgro~nf! {n[omration Document, Draft 
.EIS for Propositi NESHAPS for . 
RadionuClulei/Voiul11el, Risk Assessment 
Metluxiology (EPA 1989a) 

· · Screening TechniqUes for Determining 
Compliance· with .Environmental Sto.JUUJrds 
(NCRP 1989) 

10.5.2 IDENTIFYING EXPOSURE 
PATHWAYS 

The identification of exposure pathways for 
radioactively contaminated sites is very similar to 
that described in Chapter 6 for chemically 
contaminated sites, with the following additional 
guidance. 

• In addition to the various ingestion, 
inhalation, and direct contact pathways 
described in Chapter 6, external exposure 
to penetrating radiation should also be 
considered. Potential external exposure 
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• 

pathways to be considered include 
immersion in contaminated air, 
immersion in contaminated water, and 
radiation exposure from ground surfaces 
contaminated with beta- and photon
emitting radionuclides. 

As with nonradioactive chemicals, 
environmentally dispersed radionuclides 
are subject to the same chemical 
processes that may accelerate or retard 
their transfer rates and may increase or 
decrease their bioaccumulation 
potentials. These transformation 
processes must be 
consideration during 
assessment. 

taken into 
the exposure 

• Radionuclides undergo radioactive decay 
that, in some respects, is similar to the 
chemical or biological degradation of 
organic compounds. Both processes 
reduce the quantity of the hazardous 
substance in the environment and 
produce other substances. (Note, 
however, that biological and chemicnl 
transformations can never alter, i.e., 
either increase or decrease, the 
radioactivity of a radionuclide.) 
Radioactive decay products can also 
contribute significnntly to the radiation 
exposure and must be considered in the 
assessment. 

• Chapter 6 presents a series of equations 
(Exhibits 6-11 through 6-19) for 
quantification of chemical exposures. 
These equations and suggested default 
variable values may be used to estimate 
radionuclide intakes as a first 
approximation, if the equations are 
modified by deleting the body weight and 
averaging time from the denominator. 
However, depending upon the 
characteristics of the radionuclides of 
concern, consideration of radioactive 
decay and ingrowth of radioactive decny 
products may be important additions, as 
well as the external exposure pathways. 

• Chapter 6 also refers to a number of 
computer models that are used to predict 
the behavior and fate of chemicals in the 
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environment. While those models may 
be suitable for evaluations of radioactive 
contaminants in some cases, numerous 
models have been developed specifically 
for evaluating the transport of 
radionuclides in the environment and 
predicting the doses and risks to exposed 
individuals. In general, models 
developed specifically for radiologicnl 
assessments should be used. Such 
models include, for example, explicit 
consideration of radioactive decay and 
ingrowth of radioactive decay products. 
(Contact ORP for additional guidance on 
the fate and transport models 
recommended by EPA) 

QUANTIFYING EXPOSURE: 
GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS 

One of the primary objectives of an exposure 
assessment is to make a reasonable estimate of 
the maximum exposure to individuals and critical 
population groups. The equation presented in 
Exhibit 6-9 to calculate intake for chemicals may 
be considered to be applicable to exposure 
assessment for radionuclides, except that the body 
weight and averaging time tenns in the 
denominator should be omitted. However, as 
discussed previously, exposures to radionuclides 
include both internal and external exposure 
pathways. In addition, radiation exposure 
assessments do not end with the calculation of 
intake, but take the calculation an additional step 
in order to estimate radiation dose equivalent. 

The radiation dose equivalent to specified 
organs and the effective dose equivalent due to 
intakes of radionuclides by inhalation or ingestion 
are estimated by multiplying the amount of each 
radionuclide inhaled or ingested times appropriate 
dose conversion factors (DCFs), which represent 
the dose equivalent per unit intake. As noted 
previously, the effective dose equivalent is a 
weighted sum of the dose equivalents to all 
irradiated organs and tissues, and represents a 
measure of the overall detriment. Federal 
Guidance Report No. 11 (EPA 198S) provides 
DCFs for each of over 700 radionuclides for both 
inhalation and ingestion exposures. It is 
important to note, however, that these DCFs were 
developed for regulation of occupational exposures 



to radiation and may not be appropriate for the 
general population. 

Radionuclide intake by inhalation and 
ingestion is calculated in the same manner as 
chemical intake except that it is not divided by 
body weight or averaging time. For radionuclides, 
a reference body weight is already incorporated 
into the DCFs, and the dose is an expression of 
energy deposited per gram of tissue. 

If intake of a radionuclide is defined for a 
specific time period (e.g., Bq/year), the dose 
equivalent will be expressed in corresponding 
terms (e.g., Sv/year). Because systemically 
incorporated radionuclides can remain within the 
body for long periods of time, internal dose is 
best expressed in terms of the committed effective 
dose equivalent, which is equal to the effective 
dose equivalent over the 50..year period following 
intake. 

External exposures may be determined by 
monitoring and sampling of the radionuclide 
concentrations in environmental media, direct 
measurement of radiation fields using portable 
instrumentation, or by mathematical modeling. 
Portable survey instruments that have been 
properly cal.J."brated can display dose rates (e.g., 
Sv/hr), and dose equivalents can be estimated by 
multiplying by the duration of exposure to the 
radiation field. Alternatively, measured or 
predicted concentrations in environmental media 
may be multiplied by DCFs, which relate 
radionuclide concentrations on the ground, in air, 
or in water to external dose rates (e.g., Sv/hr per 
Bq!m2 for ground contamination or Sv/hr per 
Bq!m3 for air or water immersion). 

The dose equivalents associated with external 
and internal exposures are expressed in identical 
units (e.g., Sv), so that contributions from all 
pathways can be summed to estimate the total 
effective dose equivalent value and prioritize risk 
from different sources. 

In general, radiation exposure assessments 
need not consider acute toxicity effects. Acute 
exposures are of less concern for radionuclides 
than for chemicals because the quantities of 
radionuclides required to cause adverse effects 
from acute exposure are extremely large and such 
levels are not normally encountered at Superfund 
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sites. To:Jcic effects from acute radiation exposures 
are possible when humans are exposed to the 
radiation from large amounts of radioactive 
materials released during a major nuclear plant 
accident, such as Chernobyl, or during 
above-ground weapons detonations. Consequently, 
the exposure and risk assessment guidance for 
radionuclides presented in this chapter is limited 
to situations causing chronic exposures to low 
levels of radioactive contaminants. 

10.5.4 QUANTIFYING EXPOSURE: 
DETERML''HNG EXPOSURE POINT 
CONCENTRATIONS 

The preferred method for estimating the 
concentration of chemical or radioactive 
contaminants at those places where members of 
the public may come into contact with them is by 
direct measurement. However, this will not be 
possible in many circumstances and it may be 
necessary, therefore, to use environmental fate and 
transport models to predict contaminant 
concentrations. Such modeling would be 
necessary, for example: (1) when it is not possible 
to obtain representative samples for all 
radionuclides of concern; (2) when the 
contaminant has not yet reached the potential 
exposure points; and (3) when the contaminants 
are below the limits of detection but, if present, 
can still represent a significant risk to the public. 

Numerous fate and transport models have 
been developed to estimate contaminant 
concentrations in ground water, soil, air, surface 
water, sediments, and food chains. Models 
developed for chemical contaminants, such as 
those discussed in Chapter 6, may also be applied 
to radionuclides with allowance for radioactive 
decay and ingrowth of decay products. There are 
also a number of models that have been 
developed specifically for radionuclides. These 
models are similar to the models used for toxic 
chemicals but have features that make them 
convenient to use for radionuclide pathway 
analysis, such as explicit consideration of 
radioactive decay and daughter ingrowth. 
Available models for use in radiation risk 
assessments range in comple:Jdty from a series of 
hand calculations to major computer codes. For 
example, NRC Regulatory Guide 1.109 presents 
a methodology that may be used to manually 
estimate dose equivalents from a variety of 
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exposure pathways (NRC 1977). Examples of 
computerized radiological assessment models 
include the AIRDOS-EPA code and the 
EPA-PRESTO family of codes, which are used 
extensively by EPA to estimate exposures and 
doses to populations following atmospheric 
releases of radionuclides and releases from a 
low-level waste disposal facility, respectively. 
Guidance on selection and use of the various 
models can be obtained from the EPA Office of 
Radiation Programs. 

Exhibit 6-10, Example of Table Format for 
Summarizing Exposure Concentrations, may be 
used for radionuclide contaminants, except that 
radio nuclide concentrations are expressed in terms 
of activity per unit mass or volume of the 
environmental medium (e.g., Bq/kg, Bq/L) rather 
than mass. 

10.5.5 QUANTIFYING EXPOSURE: 
ESTIMATING INTAKE AND DOSE 
EQUIVALENT 

Section 6.6 presents a description of the 
methods used to estimate intake rates of 
contaminants from the various exposure pathways. 
Exhibits 6-11 to 6-19 present the equations and 
input assumptions recommended for use in intake 
calculations. In concept, those equations and 
assumptions also apply generally to radionuclides, 
except that the body weight and averaging time 
terms in the denominators should be omitted. 
However, as discussed previously, the product of 
these calculations for radionuclides is an estimate 
of the radionuclide intake, expressed in units of 
activity (e.g., Bq), as opposed to mg/kg-day. In 
addition, the endpoint of a radiation exposure 
assessment is radiation dose, which is calculated 
using DCFs as explained below. As explained 
previously, dose equivalents calculated in the 
following manner should be used to compare with 
radiation protection standards and criteria, not to 
estimate risk. 

Internal Exposure. Exhibits 6-11, 6-12, 6-14, 
6-17, 6-18, and 6-19 present simplified models for 
the ingestion of water, food, and soil as pathways 
for the intake of environmental contaminants. 
The recommended assumptions for ingestion rates 
and exposure durations are applicable to 
radionuclide exposures and may be used to 
estimate the intake rates of radionuclides by these 

pathways. As noted previously, however, these 
intake estimates for radionuclides should not be 
divided by the body weight or averaging time. 
These intake rates must be multiplied by 
appropriate DCF values in order to obtain 
committed effective dose equivalent values. The 
more rigorous and complex radionuclide pathway 
models noted previously typically require much 
more extensive input data and may include default 
parameter values that differ somewhat from the 
values recommended in these exhibits. 

Exhibit 6-16 presents the equation and 
assumptions used to estimate the contaminant 
intake from air. For radionuclides, the dose from 
inhalation of contaminated air is determined as 
the product of the radionuclide concentration in 
air (Bqlm\ the breathing rate (m3 per day or 
year), exposure duration (day or year), and the 
inhalation DCF (Sv per Bq inhaled). The result 
of this calculation is the committed effective dose 
equivalent, in units of Sv. 

Chapter 6 points out that dermal absorption 
of airborne chemicals is not an important route 
of uptake. This point is also true for most 
radionuclides, except airborne tritiated water 
vapor, which is efficiently taken into the body 
through dermal absorption. In order to account 
for this route of uptake, the inhalation DCF for 
tritium includes an adjustment factor to account 
for dermal absorption. 

External Exposure. Immersion in air 
contammg certain beta-emitting and/or 
photon-emitting radioactive contaminants can also 
result in external exposures. Effective dose 
equivalents from external exposure are calculated 
as the product of the airborne radionuclide 
concentration (Bq/m3), the external DCF for air 
immersion (Sv/hr per Bq/m3), and the duration of 
exposure (hours). 

Exhibits 6-13 and 6-15 illustrate the dermal 
uptake of contaminants resulting from immersion 
in water or contact with soil. This route of 
uptake can be important for many organic 
chemicals; however, dermal uptake is generally not 
an important route of uptake for radionuclides, 
which have small dermal permeability constants. 
External radiation exposure due to submersion in 
water contaminated with radionuclides is possible 
and is similar to external exposure due to 



immersion in air. However, because of the 
shielding effects of water and the generally short 
durations of such exposures, immersion in water 
is typically of lesser significance. The product of 
the radionuclide concentration in water (Bq/m3), 

the relevant DCF (Sv;hr per Bq!m\ and the 
duration of exposure (hours) yields effective dose 
equivalent. 

The third external exposure pathway of 
potential significance is irradiation from 
radionuclides deposited on the ground surface. 
Effective dose equivalents resulting from this 
pathway may be estimated as the produce of the 
soil surface concentration (Bq/m2) of 
photon-emitting radionuclides of concern, the 
external DCF for ground surface exposure (Sv;hr 
per Bq/m2), and the duration of exposure (hours). 

10.5.6 COMBINING INTAKES AND DOSES 
ACROSS PATHWAYS 

The calculations described previously result 
in estimates of committed effective dose 
equivalents (Sv) from individual radionuclides via 
a large number of possible exposure pathways. 
Because a given population may be subject to 
multiple exposure pathways, the results of the 
exposure assessment should be organized by 
grouping all applicable exposure pathways for each 
exposed population. Risks from various exposure 
pathways and contaminants then can be integrated 
during the risk characterization step (see Section 
10.7). 

10.5.7 EVALUATING UNCERTAINTY 

The radiation exposure assessment should 
include a discussion of uncertainty, that, at a 
minimum, should include: (1) a tabular summary 
of the values used to estimate exposures and doses 
and the range of these values; and (2) a summary 
of the major assumptions of the exposure 
assessment, including the uncertainty associated 
with each assumption and how it might affect the 
exposure and dose estimates. Sources of 
uncertainty that must be addressed include: (1) 
how well the monitoring data represent actual site 
conditions; (2) the exposure models, assumptions, 
and. input variables used to estimate exposure 
point concentrations; and (3) the values of the 
variables used to estimate intakes and external 
exposures. More comprehensive discussions of 
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uncertainty associated with radiological risk 
assessment are provided in the . Background 
Information Document for the Draft EIS for 
Proposed NESHAPS for RadionuclUies (EPA 
1989a), Radiological Assessment (fill and Meyer 
1983), and NCRP Report No. 76 (NCRP 1984a). 

10.5.8 SUMMARIZING AND PRESENTING 
EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT RESULTS 

Exhibit 6-22 presents a sample format for 
summarizing the results of the exposure 
assessment. The format may also be used for 
radionuclide contaminants except that the entries 
should be specified as committed effective dose 
equivalents (Sv) and the annual estimated intakes 
(Bq) for each radionuclide of concern. The 
intakes and dose estimates should be tabulated 
for each exposure pathway so that the most 
important radionuclides and pathways contributing 
to the total health risk may be identified. 

The information should be organized by 
exposure pathway, population exposed, and current 
and future use assumptions. For radionuclides, 
however, it may not be necessary to summarize 
short-term and long-term exposures separately as 
specified for chemical contaminants. 

10.6 TOXICITY ASSESSI\IENT 

Chapter 7 describes the two-step process 
employed to assess the potential toxicity of a given 
chemical contaminant. The first step, hazard 
identification, is used to determine whether 
exposure to a contaminant can increase the 
incidence of an adverse health effect. The second 
step, dose-response assessment, is used to 
quantitatively evaluate the toxicity information and 
characterize the relationship between the dose of 
the contaminant administered or received and the 
incidence of adverse health effects in the exposed 
population. 

There are certain fundamental differences 
between radionuclides and chemicals that 
somewhat simplify toxicity assessment for 
radionuclides. As discussed in the previous 
sections, the adverse effects of exposure to 
radiation are due to the energy deposited in 
sensitive tissue, which is referred to as the 
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radiation dose. In theory, any dose of radiation 
has the potential to produce an adverse effect. 
Accordingly, exposure to any radioactive 
substances is, by definition, hazardous. 

Dose-response assessment for radionuclides 
is also more straightforward. The type of effects 
and the likelihood of occurrence of any one of a 
number of possible adverse effects from radiation 
exposure depends on the radiation dose. The 
relationship between dose and effect is relatively 
well characterized (at high doses) for most types 
of radiations. As a result, the toxicity assessment, 
within the context that it is used in this manual, 
need not be explicitly addressed in detail for 
individual radionuclides at each contaminated site. 

The sections that follow provide a brief 
summary of the human and experimental animal 
studies that establish the hazard and dose-response 
relationship for radiation exposure. More detailed 
discussions of radiation toxicity are provided in 
publications of the National Academy of .Sciences 
Committee on Biological Effects of Ionizing 
Radiation (BEIR), the United Nations Scientific 
Committee on Effects of Atomic Radiation 
(UNSCEAR), NRC, NCRP, and ICRP listed in 
the box on this page. 

10.6.1 HAZARD IDENTIFICATION 

The principal adverse biological effects 
associated with ionizing radiation exposures from 
radioactive substances in the environment are 
carcinogenicity, mutagenicity, and teratogenicity. 
carcinogenicity is the ability to produce cancer. 
Mutagenicity is the property of being able to 
induce genetic mutation, which may be in the 
nucleus of either somatic (body) or germ 
(reproductive) cells. Mutations in germ cells lead 
to genetic or inherited defects. Teratogenicity 
refers to the ability of an agent to induce or 
increase the incidence of congenital malformations 
as a result of permanent structural or functional 
deviations produced during the growth and 
development of an embryo (more commonly 
referred to as birth defects). Radiation may 
induce other deleterious effects at acute doses 
above about 1 Sv, but doses of this magnitude are 
not normally associated with radioactive 
contamination in the environment. 
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Low-LET Radiation (NRC 1989) . 

As discussed in Section 10.1, ionizing 
radiation causes injury by breaking molecules into 
electrically charged fragments (i.e., free radicals), 
thereby producing chemical rearrangements that 
may lead to permanent cellular damage. The 
degree of biological damage caused by various 
types of radiation varies according to how spatially 
close together the ionizations occur. Some 
ionizing radiations (e.g., alpha particles) produce 
high density regions of ionization. For this 
reason, they are called high-LET (linear energy 
transfer) particles. Other types of radiation (e.g., 
x-rays, gamma rays, and beta particles) are called 
low-LET radiations because of the low density 
pattern of ionization they produce. In equal 
doses, the carcinogenicity and mutagenicity of 



high-LET radiations may be an order of 
magnitude or more greater than those of low-LET 
radiations, depending on the endpoint being 
evaluated. The variability in biological 
effectiveness is accounted for by the quality factor 
used to calculate the dose equivalent (see Section 
10.1). 

Carcinogenesis. An extensive body of 
literature exists on radiation carcinogenesis in man 
and animals. This literature has been reviewed 
most recently by the United Nations Scientific 
Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation 
(UNSCEAR) and the National Academy of 
Sciences Advisory Committee on the Biological 
Effects of Ionizing Radiations (NAS-BEIR 
Committee) (UNSCEAR 1977, 1982, 1988; NAS 
1972, 1980, 1988). Estimates of the average risk 
of fatal cancer from low-LET radiation from these 
studies range from approximately 0.007 to 0.07 
fatal cancers per sievert. 

An increase in cancer incidence or mortality 
with increasing radiation dose has been 
demonstrated for many types of cancer in both 
human populations and laboratory animals 
(UNSCEAR 1982, 1988; NAS 1980, 1988). 
Studies of humans exposed to internal or external 
sources of ionizing radiation have shown that the 
incidence of cancer increases with increased 
radiation exposure. This increased incidence, 
however, is usually associated with appreciably 
greater doses and exposure frequencies than those 
encountered in the environment Therefore, risk 
estimates from small doses obtained over long 
periods of time are determined by extrapolating 
the effects observed at high, acute doses. 
Malignant tumors in various organs most often 
appear long after the radiation exposure, usually 
10 to 35 years later (NAS 1980, 1988; UNSCEAR 
1982, 1988). Radionuclide metabolism can result 
in the selective deposition of certain radionuclides 
in specific organs or tissues, which, in turn, can 
result in larger radiation doses and 
higher-than-normal cancer risk in these organs. 

Ionizing radiation can be considered 
pancarcinogenic, i.e., it acts as a complete 
carcinogen in that it serves as both initiator and 
promoter, and it can induce cancers in nearly any 
tissue or organ. Radiation-induced cancers in 
humans have been reported in the thyroid, female 
breast, lung, bone marrow (leukemia), stomach, 

Page 10-29 

liver, large intestine, brain, salivary glands, bone, 
esophagus, small intestine, urinary bladder, 
pancreas, rectum, lymphatic tissues, skin, pharynx, 
uterus, ovary, mucosa of cranial sinuses, and 
kidney (UNSCEAR 1977, 1982, 1988; NAS 1972, 
1980, 1988). These data are taken primarily from 
studies of human populations exposed to high 
levels of radiation, including atomic bomb 
survivors, underground miners, radium dial 
painters, patients injected with thorotrast or 
radium, and patients who received high x-ray doses 
during various treatment programs. Extrapolation 
of these data to much lower doses is the major 
source of uncertainty in determining low-level 
radiation risks (see EPA 1989a). h. is assumed 
that no lower threshold exists for radiation 
carcinogenesis. 

On average, approximately 50 percent of all 
of the cancers induced by radiation are lethal. 
The fraction of fatal cancers is different for each 
type of cancer, ranging from about 10 percent in 
the case of thyroid cancer to 100 percent in the 
case of liver cancer (NAS 1980, 1988). Females 
have approximately 2 times as many total cancers 
as fatal cancers following radiation exposure, and 
males have approximately 1.5 times as many (NAS 
1980). 

Mutagenesis. Very few quantitative data are 
available on radiogenic mutations in humans, 
particularly from low-dose exposures. Some 
mutations are so mild they are not noticeable, 
while other mutagenic effects that do occur are 
similar to nonmutagenic effects and are therefore 
not necessarily recorded as mutations. The bulk 
of data supporting the mutagenic character of 
ionizing radiation comes from extensive studies of 
experimental animals (UNSCEAR 1977, 1982, 
1988; NAS 1972, 1980, 1988). These studies have 
demonstrated all forms of radiation mutagenesis, 
including lethal mutations, translocation.s, 
inversions, nondisjunction, and point mutations. 
Mutation rates calculated from these studies are 
extrapolated to humans and form the basis for 
estimating the genetic impact of ionizing radiation 
on humans (NAS 1980, 1988; UNSCEAR 1982, 
1988). The vast majority of the demonstrated 
mutations in human germ cells contribute to both 
increased mortality and illness (NAS 1980; 
UNSCEAR 1982). Moreover, the radiation 
protection community is generally in agreement 
that the probability of inducing genetic changes 
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increases linearly with dose and that no 
"threshold" dose is required to initiate heritable 
damage to germ cells. 

The incidence of serious genetic disease due 
ro mutations and chromosome aberrations induced 
by radiation is referred to as genetic detriment. 
Serious genetic disease includes inherited ill 
health, handicaps, or disabilities. Genetic disease 
may be manifest at birth or may not become 
evident until some time in adulthood. 
Radiation-induced genetic detriment includes 
impairment of life, shortened life span, and 
increased hospitalization. The frequency of 
radiation-induced genetic impairment is relatively 
small in comparison with the magnitude of 
detriment associated with spontaneously arising 
genetic diseases (UNSCEAR 1982, 1988). 

Teratogenesis. Radiation is a well-known 
teratogenic agent- The developing fetus is much 
more sensitive to radiation than the mother. The 
age of the fetus at the time of exposure is the 
most important factor in determining the extent 
and type of damage from radiation. The 
malformations produced in the embryo depend on 
which cells, tissues, or organs in the fetus are 
most actively differentiating at the time of 
radiation exposure. Embryos are relatively 
resistant to radiation-induced teratogenic effects 
during the later stages of their development and 
are most sensitive from just after implantation 
until the end of organogenesis (about two weeks 
to eight weeks after conception) (UNSCEAR 
1986; Brent 1980). Effects on nervous system, 
skeletal system, eyes, genitalia, and skin have been 
noted (Brent 1980). The brain appears to be 
most sensltlve during development of the 
neuroblast (these cells eventually become the 
nerve cells). The greatest risk of brain damage 
for the human fetus occurs at 8 to 15 weeks, 
which is the time the nervous system is 
underf;oing the most rapid differentiation and 
proliferation of cells (Otake 1984). 

10.6.2 DOSE-RESPONSE RElATIONSHIPS 

This section describes the relationship of the 
risk of fatal cancer, serious genetic effects, and 
other detrimental health effects to exposure to low 
levels of ionizing radiation. Most important from 
the standpoint of the total societal risk from 
exposures to low-level ionizing radiation are the 
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risks of cancer and genetic mutations. Consistent 
with our current understanding of their origins in 
terms of DNA damage, these effects are believed 
to be stochastic; that is, the probability (risk) of 
these effects increases with the dose of radiation, 
but the severity of the effects is independent oJ 
dose. For neither induction of cancer nor genetic 
effects, moreover, is there any comincing evidence 
for a "threshold" (i.e., some dose level below 
which the risk is zero). Hence, so far as is 
known, any dose of ionizing radiation, no matter 
how small, might give rise to a cancer or to a 
genetic effect in future generations. Conversely, 
there is no way to be certain that a given dose of 
radiation, no matter how large, has caused an 
observed cancer in an individual or will cause one 
in the future. 

Exhibit 10-5 summarizes EPA's current 
estimates of the risk of adverse effects associated 
with human exposure to ionizing radiation (EPA 
1989a). Important points from this summary table 
are provided below. 

• Very large doses (> 1 Sv) of radiation 
are required to induce acute and 
irreversible adverse effects. It is unlikely 
that such exposures would occur in the 
environmental setting associated with a 
potential Superfund site. 

• The risks of serious noncarcinogenic 
effects associated with chronic exposure 
to radiation include genetic and 
teratogenic effects. Radiation-induced 
genetic effects have not been observed 
in human populations, and extrapolation 
from animal data reveals risks per unit 
exposure that are smaller than, or 
comparable to, the risk of cancer. In 
addition, the genetic risks are spread 
over several generations. The risks per 
unit exposure of serious teratogenic 
effects are greater than the risks of 
cancer. However, there is a possibility 
of a threshold, and the exposures must 
occur over a specific period of time 
during gestation to cause the effect. 
Teratogenic effects can be induced only 
during the nine months of pregnancy. 
Genetic effects are induced during the 
30-year reproductive generation and 
cancer can be induced at any point 
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EXIDBIT 10-5 

SUMMARY OF EPA'S RADIATION RISK FACTORSa 

Risk 

Teratogenic!' 
Severe mental retardation 

Genetic: 
Severe hereditary defects, 
all generations 

Somatic: 
Fatal cancers 

All cancers 

High LET (Gv.1) 

Genetic: 
Severe hereditary defects, 
all generations 

Somatic: 

Significant Exposure Period 

Weeks 8 to 15 of gestation 

30-year reproductive generation 

Lifetime 
In utero 
Lifetime 

30-year reproductive generation 

Fatal cancers Lifetime 
All cancers Lifetime 

Radon Decav Products (10·6 WLM-1) 

Fatal lung cancer Lifetime 

Risk Factor Range 

0.25-0.55 

0.006-0.11 

0.012-0.12 
0.029-0.10 
0.019-0.19 

0.016-0.29 

0.096-0.96 
0.15-1.5 

140-720 

a In addition to the stochastic risks indicated, acute toxicity may occur at a mean lethal dose of 3-5 Sv 
with a threshold in excess of 1 Sv. 

b The range assumes a linear, non-threshold dose-response. However, it is plausible that a threshold 
may exist for this effect. 
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during the lifetime. If a r:J.diation source 
is not controlled, therefore, the 
cumulative risk of cancer may be many 
times greater than the risk of genetic or 
teratogenic effects due to the potentially 
longer period of exposure. 

Based on these observations, it appears that 
the risk of cancer is limiting and may be used as 
the sole basis for assessing the radiation-related 
human health risks of a site contaminated with 
radionuclides. 

For situations where the risk of cancer 
induction in a specific target organ is of primary 
interest, the committed dose equivalent to that 
organ may be multiplied by an organ-specific risk 
factor. The relative radiosensith·ity of various 
organs (i.e., the cancer induction rate per unit 
dose) differs markedly for different organs and 
varies as a function of the age and sex of the 
exposed individual. Tabulations of such risk 
factors as a function of age and sex are provided 
in the Background Information Document for the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Proposed 
NESHAPS for Radionuclides (EPA 1989a) for 
cancer mortality and cancer incidence_ 

10.7 RISK CHARACTERIZATION 

The final step in the risk assessment process 
is risk characterization. This is an integration step 
in which the risks from individual radionuclides 
and pathways are quantified and combined where 
appropriate. Uncertainties also are examined and 
discussed in this step. 

10.7.1 REY1EWlt'iG OUTPUTS FROI\.1 THE 
TOXICITI' A .. 'lD EXPOSURE 
ASSESSMENTS 

The exposure assessment results should be 
expressed as estimates of radionuclide intakes by 
inhalation and ingestion, exposure rates and 
duration for external exposure pathways, and 
committed effective dose equivalents to individuals 
from all relevant radionuclides and pathways. The 
risk assessor should compile the supporting 
documentation to ensure that it is sufficient to 
support the analysis and to allow an independent 
duplication of the results. The review should also 
confirm that the analysis is reasonably complete 

in terms of the radionuclides and pathways 
addressed. 

In addition, the review should evaluate the 
degree to which the assumptions inherent in the 
analysis apply to the site and conditions being 
addressed. The mathematical models used to 
calculate dose use a large number of 
environmental transfer factors and dose conversion 
factors that may not always be entirely applicable 
to the conditions being analyzed. For example, 
the standard dose conversion factors are based on 
certain generic assumptions regarding the 
characteristics of the exposed individual and the 
chemical and physical properties of the 
radionuclides. Also, as is the case for chemical 
contaminants, the environmental transfer factors 
used in the models may not apply to all settings. 

Though the risk assessment models may 
include a large number of radionuclides and 
pathways, the important radionuclides and 
pathways are usually few in number. As a result, 
it is often feasible to check the computer output 
using hand calculations. This type of review can 
be performed by health physicists familiar with 
the models and their limitations. Guidance on 
conducting such calculations is provided in 
numerous references, including Till and Meyer 
(1983) and NCRP Report No. 76 (:-.iCRP 1984a). 

10.7.2 QUANTIFTING RISKS 

Given that the results of the exposure 
assessment are virtually complete, correct, and 
applicable to the conditions being considered, the 
next step in the process is to calculate and 
combine risks. As discussed previously, the risk 
assessment for radionudides is somewhat 
simplified because only radiation carcinogenesis 
needs to be considered. 

Section 10.5 presents a methodology for 
estimating committed effective dose equivalents 
that may be compared with radiation protection 
standards and criteria. Although the product of 
these dose equivalents (Sv) and an appropriate 
risk factor (risk per Sv) yields an estimate of risk, 
the health risk estimate derived in such a manner 
is not completely applicable for members of the 
general public. A better estimate of risk may be 
computed using age- and sex-specific coefficients 
for individual organs receiving significant radiation 



doses. This information may be used along with 
organ-specific dose conversion factors to derive 
slope factors that represent the age-averaged 
lifetime excess cancer incidence per unit intake for 
the radionuclides of concern. The Integrated Risk 
Information System (IRIS) and the Health Effects 
Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST) contain 
slope factor values for radionuclides of concern at 
remedial sites for each of the four major exposure 
pathways (inhalation, ingestion, air immersion, and 
ground-surface irradiation), along with supporting 
documentation for the derivation of these values 
(see Chapter 7 for more detail on IRIS). 

The slope factors for the inhalation pathway 
should be multiplied by the estimated inhaled 
activity (derived using the methods presented in 
Section 6.6.3 and Exhibit 6-16, without division 
of the body weight and averaging time) for each 
radio nuclide of concern to estimate risks from the 
inhalation pathway. Similarly, risks from the· 
ingestion pathway should be estimated by 
multiplying the ingestion slope factors by the 
activity ingested for each radionuclide of concern 
(derived using the methods presented in Exhibits 
6-11, 6-12, 6-14, 6-17, 6-18, and 6-19, without 
division by the body weight and averaging time). 
Estimates of the risk from the air immersion 
pathway should be computed by multiplying the 
appropriate slope factors by the airborne 
radionuclide concentration (Bq/m3) and the 
duration of exposure. Risk from the ground 
surface pathway should be computed as the 
product of the slope factor, the soil concentration 
(Bq/m2), and the duration of exposure for each 
radionuclide of concern. 

The sum of the risks from all radionuclides 
and pathways yields the lifetime risk from the 
overall exposure. As discussed in Chapter 8, 
professional judgment must be u.Sed in combining 
the risks from various pathways, as it may not be 
physically possible for one person to be exposed 
to the maximum radionuclide concentrations for 
all pathways. 

10.7.3 COMBINING RADIONUCLIDE AND 
CHEMICAL CANCER RISKS 

Estimates of the lifetime risk of cancer to 
exposed individuals resulting from radiological and 
chemical risk assessments may be summed in 
order to determine the overall potential human 
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health hazard associated with a site. Certain 
precautions should be taken, however, before 
summing these risks. First, the risk assessor 
should evaluate whether it is reasonable to assume 
that the same individual can receive the maximum 
radiological and chemical dose. It is possible for 
this to occur in some cases because many of the 
environmental transport processes and routes of 
exposure are the same for radionuclides and 
chemicals. 

In cases where different environmental fate 
and transport models have been used to predict 
chemical and radionuclide exposure, the 
mathematical models may incorporate somewhat 
different assumptions. These differences can result 
in incompatibilities in the two estimates of risk. 
One important difference of this nature is how the 
cancer toxicity values (i.e., slope factors) were 
developed. For both radionuclides and chemicals, 
cancer toxicity values are obtained by extrapolation 
from experimental and epidemiological data. For 
radionuclides, however, human epidemiological 
data form the basis of the extrapolation, while for 
many chemical carcinogens, laboratory 
experiments are the primary basis for the 
extrapolation. Another even more fundamental 
difference between the two is that slope factors 
for chemical carcinogens generally represent an 
upper bound or 95th percent confidence limit 
value, while radionuclide slope factors are best 
estimate values. 

In light of these limitations, the two sets of 
risk estimates should be tabulated separately in 
the final baseline risk assessment. 

10.7.4 ASSESSING AND PRES811"TING 
UNCERTAINTIES 

Uncertainties in the risk assessment must be 
evaluated and discussed, including uncertainties in 
the physical setting definition for the site, in the 
models used, in the exposure parameters, and in 
the toxicity assessment. Monte Carlo uncertainty 
analyses are frequently performed as part of the 
uncertainty and sensitivity analysis for radiological 
risk assessments. A summary of the use of 
uncertainty analyses in support of radiological risk 
assessments is provided in NCRP Report No. 76 
(NCRP 1984a), RtuiiologicalAssessment (Till and 
Meyer 1983), and in the Background Information 
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Document for the Draft EIS for Proposed NESHAPs 
for Radionuclides (EPA 1989a). 

10.7 .5 SUMMARIZING AND PRESENTING 
THE BASELINE RISK 
CHARACI'ERIZATION RESULTS 

The results of the baseline risk 
characterization should be summarized and 
presented in an effective manner to assist in 
decision-making. The estimates of risk should be 
summarized in the context of the specific site 
conditions. Information should include the 
identity and concentrations of radionuclides, types 
and magnitudes of health risks predicted, 
uncertainties in the exposure estimates and toxicity 
information, and characteristics of the site and 
potentially exposed populations. A summary table 
should be provided in a format similar to that 
shown in Exhibit 6-22, as well as graphical 
presentations of the predicted health risks ·(see 
Exhibit 8-7). 

10.8 DOCUMENTATION, 
REVIEW, AND 
MANAGEMENT TOOLS 
FOR THE RISK ASSESSOR, 
REVIEWER, AND 
MANAGER 

The discussion provided in Chapter 9 also 
applies to radioactively contaminated sites. The 
suggested outline provided in Exhibit 9-1 may also 
be used for radioactively contaminated sites with 
only minor modifications. For example, the 
portions that uniquely pertain to the CLP 
program and noncarcinogenic risks are not needed. 
In addition, because radionuclide hazard and 
toxicity have been addressed adequately on a 
generic basis, there is no need for an extensive 
discussion of toxicity in the report. 
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APPENDIX A 

ADJUSTMENTS FOR 
ABSORPTION EFFlCIENCY 

This appendix contains example calculations 
for absorption efficiency adjustments that might be 
needed for Superfund site risk assessments. 
Absorption adjustments might be necessary in the 
risk characterization step to ensure that the site 
exposure estimate and the toxicity value for 
comparison are both expressed as absorbed doses 
or both expressed as intakes. 

Information concerning absorption effi
ciencies might be found in the sections describing 
absorption toxicokinetics in HEAs, HEEDs, 
HEEPs, HADs, EPA drinking water quality 
criteria or ambient water quality criteria 
documents, or in ATSDR toxicological profiles. 
If there is no information on absorption efficiency 
by the oral/inhalation routes, one can attempt to 
find absorption efficiencies for chemically related 
substances. If no information is available, 
conservative default assumptions might be used. 
Contact ECAO for further guidance. 

Adjustments may be necessary to match the 
exposure estimate with the toxicity value if one is 
based on an absorbed dose and the other is based 
on an intake (i.e., administered dose). 
Adjustments may also be necessary for different 
vehicles of exposure (e.g., water, food, or soil). 

For the dermal route of exposure, the 
procedures outlined in Chapter 6 result in an 
estimate of the absorbed dose. Toxicity values 
that are expressed as administered doses will need 
to be adjusted to absorbed doses for comparison. 
This adjustment is discussed in Section Al. 

For the other routes of exposure (i.e., oral 
and inhalation), the procedures outlined in 
Chapter 6 result in an estimate of daily intake. 
If the toxicity value for comparison is expressed 

as an administered dose, no adjustment may be 
necessary (except, perhaps, for vehicle of 
exposure). If the toxicity value is expressed as an 
absorbed dose, however, adjustment of the 
exposure estimate (i.e., intake) to an absorbed 
dose is needed for comparison with the toxicity 
value. This adjustment is discussed in Section 
A2. 

Adjustments also may be necessary for 
different absorption efficiencies depending on the 
medium of exposure (e.g., contaminants ingested 
with food or soil might be less completely 
absorbed than contaminants ingested with water). 
This adjustment is discussed in Section A3. 

A.l ADJUSTMENTS OF TOXICITY 
VALUE FROM ADMINISTERED 
TO ABSORBED DOSE 

Because there are few, if any, toXICity 
reference values for dermal exposure, oral values 
are frequently used to assess risks from dermal 
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DEF1NITIONS FOR APPENDIX A 

Absorbed Dose- The amount of a substance penetrllrillg the c:ccbange boundaries of an organism after contact Absorbed 
dose is calculated from the intake and the absorption efficiency. It u.sually is expressed as mass of a substance absorbed 
into tbe body per unit bodyweight per unit time (e.g., m~-day). 

Administered Dose The mass of substance ad~ to an: organism and in contact with an achange boundary (e.g., 
gastroinlc3tinal tr:lct) per· unit !xxiy weight per unit lime ( e_g.. mg./kg-day). 

Expos~ Route.. ·The way a th~~l ~r p~~ agent comes in contact with an organism (Le .. by ingestion, inhalation, or 
dermal contact). · ·· · ·· · · ·· 

. ··:·· ... : ·:···:· .· 

Intake. A meas~re of ~\D"e expressed as the lllass of substance in contact with the achange boundary per unit body weight 
per unit time (e.g., mglkg:day} Also tenll.ed the notm3lized exposure rate, equivalent to administered dose. 

. . . . . ·. . . 

Reference Dose (RID},.· The Ageilcy'$ preferred toxicity vafue for evaluating noncarcinogenic effects resulting from exposures 
at Superfund 3ites. ·See 3pecific entries fur chronic RID, subchronic RID, and developmental RID. The acronym RID, 
when used. without other modifiers. eithc:r reCen generically to aU types of RIDs or specifically to chronic RIDs; it never 
refers specifically to subchronic or devetopmental RIDs. 

. . .· .. ·· . . · ... 

Slope Factor~ A prall:libJeupper·tXlllllJ es~~~ ~!the probabilit}lof a C'C3pOllSC per unit intake of a chemical over a li!etime. 
The $klpe !actor Is used to tstfmate an upper-bound probability or an indiVidual developing cancer as a result or a 
Ufetiritc: of exposure to a particular level of a potential carcinogen •. 

exposure. Most RIDs and some slope factors are 
expressed as the amount of substance administered 
per unit time and unit body weight, whereas 
exposure estimates for the dermal route of 
exposure are eventually expressed as absorbed 
doses. Thus, for dermal exposure to contaminants 
in water or in soil, it may be necessary to adjust 
an oral toxicity value from an administered to an 
absorbed dose. In the boxes to the right and on 
the next page are samples of adjustments for an 
oral RID and an oral slope factor, respectively. 
If the oral toxicitv value is alreadv expressed as an 
absorbed dose (e.g., trichloroethylene), it is not 
necessarv to adjust the toxicitv value. 

In the absence of any information on 
absorption for the substance or chemically related 
substances, one must assume an oral absorption 
efficiency. Assuming 100 percent absorption in an 
oral administration study that serves as the basis 
for an RID or slope factor would be a non
conservative approach for estimating the dermal 
RID or slope factor (i.e., depending on the type 
of chemical, the true absorbed dose might have 
been much lower than 100 percent, and hence an 
absorbed-dose RID should similarly be much lower 
or the slope factor should be much higher). For 
example, some metals tend to be poorly absorbed 

EXAMPLE: ADJUSTMENT OF AN 
ADMINISTERED TO AN ABSORBED 

DOSE RID 

An oral RID, unadjusted for absorption, 
equals 10 mglkg-day. 

Other information (or an assumption) 
indicates a 20% oral absorption efficiency in 
the species on which the RID is based. 

The adjusted RID that would correspond to 
the absorbed dose would be: 

10 mg/kg-day x 0.20 = 2 mglkg-day. 

The adjusted RID of 2 mg/kg-day would be 
compared with .the amount estimated to be 
absorbed dermally each day. 



(less than 5 percent) by the gastrointestinal tract. 
A relatively conservative assumption for oral 
absorption in the absence of appropriate 
information would be 5 percent. 

.. ~~:Fi..ili~ri~Ar;. 
•...••..••••.••...•...••..•.••.•.•.. , .... ~~ ..• 'fc>•••AN-••······· )················· . ··. ABSORBED DOSE SLOPE FACfOR · .. 

. · ··. · ... · .. -· .. ·· .... ·· · .. ·· ..... ·· .. · .. · ... · ... · .. · .. ··.·. 

••·i,~~~,~~dB~~~i 
·. ··.•dt~········inforka~o:·········(or········an ········assUJ11prlmi) 

indicatc:S a 20% absorption. efficiency in the 
·.· .... species on which the slope faa or is .based.. 

. • 1'lle•.•••··3;djuStedi.•·/slope·······tactor .•..••. tbat······•would 
(:()~pond fu ihe absOrbed dOse Would bt: 

ii(~i-<kyr1~.i<}· W 8 (tng'ikg-<fay r'. 

~-ii~1~Jl~ 
A..2 ADJUSTMENT OF EXPOSURE 

ESTIMATE TO AN ABSORBED 
DOSE 

If the toxicity value is expressed as an 
absorbed rather than an administered dose, it may 
be necessary to convert the exposure estimate 
from an intake into an absorbed dose for 
comparison. An example of estimating an 
absorbed dose from an intake using an absorption 
efficiency factor is provided in the box in the top 
right corner. Do not adjust exposure estimates 
for absorption efficiencv if the toxicity values are 
based on administered doses. 

A.3 ADJUSTMENT FOR MEDIUM 
OF EXPOSURE 

If the medium of exposure in the site 
exposure assessment differs from the medium of 
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· ... · EXAMPr.i:.ADJUs~oF ... · · 
. . ExPOSURE ESTIMATE TO .. 

AN ABSORBED DOSE 
·. . . .· ··. · .. ··.. . .. 

'fhe ~~~~assessment•.indicates····that an •· 
indiVidwll ingests. 40 • mglkg-day of the 
d1eriitcat trom locally grown.•veget3b~ .... · · 

.. ·.·.1Jt~·····1~i·······ftir>.•····~or.····slope ...... ~ctgr}·····for······the ... 
~~{!klel"~~~ on an absOrbed/ riot ··· 

::::.:·:.:·::··:·-:::·.-::.> ... ··-:·:·<.>:-·<.:>-:-:-":.··· ... ·· ... ·· ·.; .. ::-:·.·:··· ... · ... ·.····.: .:····· 

······1'1l~·h~IIlari.•()@·•abst>rption·~ffici~ncy•foi••the • .• 
·.contaminant from food is Jmewn or assumed . 

U> be 10 percent. 
. ..... 

.. · ·• The adj~ted exposure •. expressed · .• as an 
•··<absorf>e.dd~sefor romparison.with the RID· 

{oJ" slope fa.ctor), would be:· . . 

•.• Mltng/k.g~xO.lO•- 4 m~g.day.< 

exposure assumed by the toxicity value (e.g., RID 
values usually are based on or have been adjusted 
to reflect exposure via drinking water, while the 
site medium of concern may be soil), an 
absorption adjustment may, on occasion, be 
appropriate. For example, a substance might be 
more completely absorbed following exposure to 
contaminated drinking water than following 
exposure to contaminated food or soil (e.g., if the 
substance does not desorb from soil in the 
gastrointestinal tract). Similarly, a substance 
might be more completely absorbed following 
inhalation of vapors than following inhalation of 
particulates. The selection of adjustment method 
will depend upon the absorption efficiency 
inherent in the RID or slope factor used for 
comparison. To adjust a food or soil ingestion 
exposure estimate to match an RID or slope 
factor based on the assumption of drinking water 
ingestion, an estimate of the relative absorption 
of the substance from food or soil and from water 
is needed. A sample calculation is provided in 
the box on the next page. 

In the absence of a strong argument for 
making this adjustment or reliable information 
on relative absorption efficiencies, assume that the 
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EXAMPLE: ADJUSTMENT FOR 
MEDIUM: OF EXPOSURE . 

The expectedlnnnan d8ily intake of the 
substance in food or soil is estimated to be 
10 mg'kg:-<tiy. · · · · 

.·.· Absorption•·•of•.·the·••subsiance··.·rr01ll···drinking 
wateris knownorassumed·to·re•90% and ·: . . .. <· ... ···::· .:.-:·.::-:···:.·· .· ·.·:.·: -·: .... ····:·:-·· ·: ,. .... absorption of the substance from food ·or 
soil is· known or assllnied .to l:le 3o%~. 

· .The···re~~~····a~s~~~~n .• of··~e···sub~~~···in 
food .or soi1fdrinJdng water is 0.33 (ie., 
30/90). .···· ···.·· ·•·•.·•··•··· ... ··.·· .. 

·The.oral .illtaJce of the substance, ~dj~ted 
to be £91llparabl~ withJhe o.ral <Rtil (based 

····:~~ ':,~~inist:r~ .• ~?se···~··~~·.w.lter~·· 
·············1o ~gfltg~;~Hj; ~ 33 ~~g-daf.·.• 

.· ...... ·-.·. ·.·.: .. ····. . · .... ·. 

relative absorption efficiency between food or soil 
and water is 1.0. 

If the RID or slope factor is expressed as an 
absorbed dose rather than an administered dose 
it is only necessary to identify an absorptio~ 
efficiency associated with the medium of concern 
in the site exposure estimate. In the example 
above, this situation would translate into a relative 
absorption of 03 (i.e., 30/100). 
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INDEX 

A 
Absorbed dose 

calculation 6-34, 6-39, 7-8, 7-10, 7-12 
definition 6-2, 6-4, 6-32, 6-34, 7-10, 10-2 
following dermal contact with soil, 

sediment, or dust 6-39, 6-41 to 6-43, 7-
16 

following dermal contact with water 6-34, 
6-39, 7-16 

radiation 10-1, 10-2, 10-6 
toxicity value 7-10, 7-16, 8-5, A-1, A-2 

Absorption adjustment 
dermal exposures 8-5, A-1, A-2 
medium of exposure 8-5, A-3, A-4 

Absorption efficiency 
default assumptions 6-34, 6-39, A-2 to A-4 
dermal 6-34, 6-39 
general 6-2, 7-10, 7-20, 8-5, 8-10 

Acceptable daily intakes 7-1, 7-2, 7-6 

Activity at time t 10-1 

Activity patterns 6-2, 6-6, 6-7, 6-24, 7-3 

Acute exposures. See Exposure -- short-term 

Acute toxicants 6-23, 6-28 

ADis. See Acceptable daily intakes 

Administered dose 6-2, 6-4, 7-1, 7-2, 7-10, 8-2, 
8-5, A-1 to A-4 

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry 1-8, 2-1, 2-3, 2-4, 2-8 to 2-11, 6-1, 6-
17, 7-14, 8-1, 8-15, 8-24 

Air data collection 
and soil 4-10 
background sampling 4-9 

concentration variability 4-9 
emission sources 4-15 
flow 4-8 
meteorological conditions 4-15, 4-20 
monitoring 4-8, 4-9, 4-14 
radionuclides 10-11 
sample type 4-19 
sampling locations 4-19 
short-term 4-15 
spatial considerations 4-15 
temporal considerations 4-15, 4-20 
time and cost 4-21 

Air exposure 
dispersion models 6-29 
indoor modeling 6-29 
outdoor modeling 6-29 
volatilization 6-29 

Analytes 4-2, 5-2, 5-5, 5-7, 5-10, 5-27 

Analytical methods 
evaluation 5-5 to 5-7 
radionuclides 10-12, 10-13 
routine analytical services 4-22 
special analytical services 4-3, 4-22 

Animal studies 7-12, 10-28, 10-29, 10-33 

Applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirement 2-2, 2-7, 2-8, 8-1, 10-8 to 10-10 

Applied dose 6-2, 6-4 

ARAR. See Applicable or relevant and 
appropriate requirement 

A(t). See Activity at time t 

ATSDR. See Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry 

Averaging time 6-23 
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B 
Background 

anthropogenic 4-2, 4-5 
comparison to site related contamination 4-

9, 4-10, 4-18 
defining needs 4-5 to 4-10, 6-29, 6-30 
information useful for data collection 4-1 
localized 4-5 
naturally occurring 4-2, 4-5, 8-25, 10-14 
sampling 4-5 to 4-10, 10-14 
ubiquitous 4-5 

BCF. See Bioconcentration factor 

Bench scale tests 4-3 

Benthic oxygen conditions 4-7 

Bioconcentration 4-11, 6-31, 6-32 

Bioconcentration factor 6-1, 6-12, 6-31, 6-32 

Biota sampling 4-7, 4-10, 4-16 

Blanks 
evaluation 5-17 
field 4-22, 4-23, 5-17, 10-20 
laboratory 4-22, 5-13, 5-17 
laboratory calibration 5-17 
laboratory reagent or method 5-17 
trip 4-22, 5-17 

Body weight as an intake variable 6-22, 6-23, 6-
39, 7-8, 7-12, 10-26, 10-33 

Bulk density 4-7, 4-12 

c 
Cancer risks 

extrapolating to lower doses 7-11, 7-12 
linear low-dose equation 8-6 
multiple pathways 8-16 
multiple substances 8-12 
one-hit equation 8-11 
radiation 10-28 to 10-32 
summation of 8-12, 8-16 

Carcinogenesis 7-10, 10-28 to 10-32 

Carcinogen Risk Assessment Verification 
Endeavor 7-1, 7-13 

Drcinogens 5-8, 5-21, 6-23, 7-10, 8-6, 10-30, 10-
33 

CDI. See Chronic daily intake 

CEAM. See Center for Exposure Assessment 
Modeling 

Center for Exposure Assessment Modeling 6-1, 
6-25, 6-31 

CERCLA See Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and LiabilitY Act of 
1980 . 

CERCLA Information System 2-4 

CERCUS. See CERCLA Information System 

Checklist for manager involvement 9-14 to 9-17 

Chemicals of potential concern 
definition 5-2 
listing 5-20 
preliminary assessment 5-8 
radionuclides 10-21 
reducing 5-20 to 5-24 
summary 5-24 to 5-27 

Chronic daily intake 6-1, 6-2, 6-23, 7-1, 8-1, 8-6 
to 8-11 

CLP. See Contract Laboratory Program 

Combustible gas indicator 5-6 

Common laboratory· contaminant.s 5-2, S-3. 5-13, 
5-16, 5-17 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 1-1. 
1-3, 2-1 to 2-4 

Concentration-toxicity screen 5-20, 5-23 

Conceptual model 4-5, 4-10 

Contact rate 6-2, 6-22 

Contract Laboratory Program 
applicability to radionuclides 10-16, 10-17, 

10-20, 10-21 



definition 4-2 
routine analytical seiVices 4-22, 5-5, 5-7, 5-

15, 5-18, 5-20 
special analytical seiVices 4-3, 4-22, 5-5, 5-7 

to 5-10, 5-18 to 5-20 
statements of work 5-5 

Contract-required detection limit. See 
Detection limit 

Contract-required quantitation limit. See 
Quantitation limit 

CRAVE. See Carcinogen Risk Assessment 
Verification Endeavor 

CRDL. See Contract-required detection limit 

Critical study. See Reference dose 

Critical toxicity effect. See Reference dose 

CRQL. See Contract-required quantitation 
limit 

Curie 10-2, 10-4, 10-6 

D 
D. See Absorbed dose -- radiation 

Data 
codes 5-11 to 5-16 
positive 5-2 
qualifiers 5-11 to 5-16 

Data quality objectives 3-4, 4-1 to 4-5, 4-19, 4-
24, 10-14 

DCF. See Dose conversion factor 

Decay products 10-2, 10-7, 10-21, 10-24 

Decision Summary 9-3 

Declaration 9-3 

Dermal 
absorption efficiency 6-34, 6-39 
contact with soil, sediment, or dust 6-39, 6-

41 to 6-43, A-2 
contact with water 6-34, 6-37 to 6-39, A-2 
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exposure 4-10, 4-11, 4-14, 6-34, 6-37 to 6-
39, 6-43, 8-5, A-2 

external radiation exposure 10-22, 10-23, 
10-25, 10-26 

toxicity values 7-16 

Detection frequency 5-20, 5-22 

Detection limits 
contract-required 5-1, 5-2, 5-8 
definition 5-1, 5-2, 5-8 
evaluation 4-3 to 4-5, 5-7 to 5-11, 5-20, 6-

31 
instrument 4-1, 5-1, 5-7 
limitations to 4-15, 4-22, 5-8 
method 4-22, 5-1, 5-7 
radionuclides 10-17 to 10-20 

Diffusivity 6-12 

Dissolved oxygen 4-7 

DL. See Detection limit 

Documentation. See Preparing and reviewing 
the baseline risk assessment 

Dose 
absorbed vs administered 6-4, 7-10, 8-2, A-

1 to A-3 
absorption efficiency A-1 to A-3 
response curve 7-12 
response evaluation 7-1, 7-2, 7-11, 7-12 

Dose conversion factor 10-1, 10-2, 10-24, 10-25, 
10-26 

Dose equivalent 
C9mmitted 10-1, 10-2, 10-7, 10-24, 10-25, 

10-26 
effective 10-1, 10-2, 10-7, 10-24, 10-25, 10-

26 

DQO. See Data quality objectives 

Dry weight 4-7 

Dust 
exposure 6-39, 6-43 
fugitive dust generation 4-3, 4-5, 4-15, 6-29 
transport indoors 6-29 
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E 
E. See Exposure level 

ECAO. See Environmental Criteria and 
Assessment Office 

Emission sampling 
rate 4-5, 4-7, 4-14 
strength 4-7 

Endangerment Assessment Handbook 1-1, 2-9 

Endangerment assessments 2-1, 2-8 

Environmental Criteria and Assessment Office 
7-1, 7-15, 7-16, 7-19, 8-1, 8-5, A-1 

Environmental Evaluation Manual 1-1, 1-11, 2-9, 
4-16 

Environmental Photographic Interpretation 
Center 4-4 

EPIC. See Environmental Photographic 
Interpretation Center 

Epidemiology 
site-specific studies 2-10, 8-22, 8-24 
toxicity assessment 7-3, 7-5 

Essential nutrients 5-23 

Estuary sampling 4-7, 4-13, 4-14 

Exposure 
averaging time 6-23 
characterization of setting 6-2, 6-5 to 6-8 
definition 6-2, 8-2 
event 6-2 
expressed as absorbed doses 6-34, 6-39, A-1 
for dermal route 6-34, 6-39, 6-41 to 6-43 
frequency/duration 6-22 
general considerations 6-19 to 6-24 
level 8-1 
long-term 6-23 
parameter estimation 6-19 to 6-23 
pathway-specific exposures 6-32 to 6-47 
point 6-2, 6-11 
potentially exposed populations 6-6 to fF8 
radionuclides ~chemicals 10-22 
route 6-2, 6-11, 6-17, 6-18, 8-2, A-1 
short-term 6-23, 8-11, 10-25, 10-28, 10-30 

Exposure assessment 
definition 1-6, 1-7, 6-1, 6-2, 8-2 
intake calculations 6-32 to 6-47 
objective 6-1 
output for dermal contact \\'ith 

contaminated soil 6-39 
output for dermal exposure to 

contaminated water 6-34 
preliminary 4-3, 4-10 to 4-16 
radiation 10-22 to 10-27 
spatial considerations 6-24 to 6-26 

Exposure concentrations 
and the reasonable maximum exposure 6-19 
in air 6-28, 6-29 
in food 6-31, 6-32 
in ground water 6-26, 6-27 
in sediment 6-30 
in soil 6-27, 6-28 
in surface water 6-29, 6-30 
summarizing 6-32, 6-33, 6-50, 6-52 

Exposure pathways 
components 6-8, 6-9 
definition 6-2, 8-2 
external radiation exposure 10-22, 10-23, 

10-25, 10-26 
identification 6-8 to 6-19 
multiple 6-47 
summarizing 6-17, 6-20 

F 
Fate and transport assessment 6-11, 6-14 to 6-

16. See also Exposure assessment 

Field blanks. See Blanks 

Field investigation team 4-1, 4-16, ~-:?.0. 4-24, 5-
1, 5-2 

Field sampling plan 4-1, 4-2, 4-23, 4-24, 10-15 

Field screen 4-11, 4-20, 4-21, 5-5, 5-6, 5-24 

First-order analysis 8-20 

FIT. See Field investigation team 

Five-year review 2-3, 2-5 

Food chain 2-3, 4-7, 4-10, 4-16, 6-31, 6-32 

Fraction organic content of soil 4-7 



Frequency of detection. See Detection 
frequency 

FS. See Remedial investigation/feasibility study 

FSP. See Field sampling plan 

G 
Ground-water data collection 

and air 4-13 
and soil 4-12 
filtered ~ unfiltered samples 4-12, 6-27 
hydrogeologic properties 4-12 
sample ~e 4-19 
transport route 4-11 
well location and depth 4-12 

Grouping chemicals by class 5-21, 10-21 

H 
HADs. See Health Assessment Documents 

HAs. See Health Advisories 

Half-life 6-12, 10-2 

Hazard identification 1-6, 7-1, 7-2, 10-28 to 10-
30 

Hazard index 
chronic 8-13 
definition 8-1, 8-2 
multiple pathways 8-16, 8-17 
multiple substances 8-12, 8-13 
noncancer 8-12, 8-13 
segregation 8-14, 8-15 
short-term 8-13, 8-14 
subchronic 8-13, 8-14 

Hazard quotient 8-2, 8-11 

Hazard Ranking System 2-5, 2-6, 4-1, 4-4 

HE· See Dose equivalent 

HE,so- See Dose equivalent 

Head measurements 4-7 

Health Advisories 2-10, 7-9, 7-10, 8-13 
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Health and Environmental Effects Documents 
7-1, 7-14, A-1 

Health and Environmental Effects Profiles 7-1, 
7-14, A-1 

Health Assessment Documents 7-1, 7-14, A-1 

Health Effects Assessments 7-1, 7-14, A-1 

Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables 7-1, 
7-14 

Health physicist 10-3, 10-21 

HEAs. See Health Effects Assessments 

HEAST. See Health Effects Assessment 
Summary Tables 

HEEDs. See Health and Environmental Effects 
Documents 

HEEPs. See Health and Environmental Effects 
Profiles 

Henry's law constant 6-12 

HI. See Hazard index 

HNu organic vapor detector 5-6 

Hot spots 4-10 to 4-12, 4-17, 4-19, 5-27, 6-24, 6-
28 

HQ. See Hazard quotient 

HRS. See Hazard Ranking System 

Hy. See Dose equivalent 

HT,so- See Dose equivalent 

Hydraulic gradient 4-7 

I 
IARC. See International Agency for Research 

on Cancer 

IDL See Instrument detection limit 
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Ingestion 
of dairy products 4-16, 6-47, ~ 
of fish and shellfish 4-3, 4-11, 4-14, 4-15, 4-

16, 6-43, 6-45 
of ground water 6-34, 6-35 
of meat 4-15, 4-16, 6-47, ~ 
of produce 4-16, 6-43, 6-46, 6-47 
of soil, sediment, or dust 6-39, 6-40 
of surface water 4-14, 6-34, 6-35 
while swimming 4-14, 6-34, 6-36 

Instrument detection limit. See Detection limit 

Inhalation 6-43, 6-44 

Intake 6-2, 6-4, 6-19, 6-21, 8-2, 10-26 

Integrated Risk Information System 7-1, 7-2, 7-
6, 7-12 to 7-15, 8-1, 8-2, 8-7, 8-8, 10-33 

International Agency for Research on Cancer 7-
11 

International System of Units 10-1 

Ionizing radiation. See Radionuclides, radiation 

IRIS. See Integrated Risk Information System 

Ktt 6-12 

Koc 6-12 

Kow 6-12, 6-31 

Kriging 6-19 

Land use 

K 

L 

and risk characterization 8-10, 8-20, 8-26 
current 6-6 
future 6-7 

Lentic waters 4-14 

LET. See Linear energy transfer 

Level of effort 1-6 to 1-8, 3-3 

Life history stage 4-7 

Lifetime average daily intake 6-2, 6-23, 8-4 

Linear energy transfer 10-1, 10-2, 10-28, 10-29, 
10-31 

Linearized multistage model 7-12, 8-6 

Lipid content 4-7, 10-14 

LLD. See Lower limit of detection 

LOAEL See Lowest-observed-adverse-effect
level 

Lotic waters 4-13, 4-14 

Lower limit of detection 10-1 

Lowest-observed-adverse-effect-level 7-1, 7-2, 7-
7, 8-1 

M 
Management tools 9-1, 9-14, 10-1, 10-34 

Ma'<imum contaminant levels 1-8, 5-8 

MCLs. See Maximum contaminant levels 

MDL. See Method detection limit 

Media of concern 
air 4-14 
biota 4-15 
ground water 4-12 
sampling 4-2, 4-3, 4-10 to 4-16 
soil 4-11 
surface water/sediments 4-13 

Metals 
absorption by gastrointestinal tract A-2, A-

3 
default assumptions for A-2 

Method detection limit. See Detection limit 

MeV. See Million electron volts 

NfF. See Modifying factor 

Million electron volts 10-1, 10-5 



Modeling 4-3 to 4-8, 5-8, 5-22, 5-27, 6-25, 6-26, 
8-18 to 8-20 

Modifying factor 7-7, 7-21, 8-4, 8-8, 10-1, 10-2, 
10-6 

Monte Carlo simulation 8-19, 8-20 

Multistage modeL See Linearized multistage 
model 

N 
N. See Dose equivalent 

National Oceanographk and Atmospheric 
Administration 6-1, 6-6 

National Oil and Hazardous Substances 
Pollution Contingency Plan 1-1, 2-2, 2-4, 2-5 

National Priorities List 2-3, 2-5, 2-6, 10-1 

National Response CenteF- 2-4 

National Technical Guidance Studies 6-1 

NCP. See National Oil and Hazardous 
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 

ND. See Non-detect 

NOAA See National Oceanographic and 
Atmospheric Administration 

NOAEL. See No-observed-adverse-effect-level 

Noncancer hazard indices. See Hazard index 

Noncancer hazard quotient. See Hazard 
quotient 

Noncarcinogenic threshold toxicants 7-6 

Non-detects 5-1, 5-2, 5-7, 5-10, 5-11, 5-15, 5-16 

No-observed-adverse-effect-level 7-1, 7-2, 7-7, 8-
1 

Normalized exposure rate 6-4, 8-2, A-2 

NPL See National Priorities List 
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NRC. See Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

NTGS. See National Technical Guidance 
Studies 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission 8-1, 10-8 

Nuclear transformation 10-2 

0 
OAQPS. See Office of Air Quality Planning 

and Standards 

OERR. See Office of Emergency and Remedial 
Response 

Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards 6-
1 

Office of Emergency and Remedial Response 1-
1 

Office of Radiation Programs 10-3, 10-10, 10-14, 
10-24 to 10-26 

Operable units 1-8, 1-9, 3-1, 3-2, 5-24 

Oral absorption A-2, A-3 

Oral cancer potency factor adjustment A-3 

Oral reference dose adjustment A-2 

Organic carbon content 4-7, 4-12, 5-5 

Organic vapor analyzer 5-6 

OVA See Oxygen vapor analyzer 

Oxygen-deficient atmosphere 5-6 

p 

PA See Preliminary assessment/site inspection 

Partition coefficient 4-7, 6-31, 6-32 

P NSL See Preliminary assessment/site 
inspection 

PC. See Permeability constant 

PE. See Performance evaluation 
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Performance evaluation 5-1, 5-5 

Permeability constant 6-34, 10-26 

Persistence 4-2, 5-21, 6-4, 6-23, 6-24 

pH 4-7 

PHE. See Public health evaluation 

Porosity 4-7, 4-12 

PQL. See Practical quantitation limit 

Practical quantitation limit 5-l 

Preliminary assessment/site inspection 2-4, 2-5, 
2-6, 4-2, 4-4, 6-5 

Preliminary remediation goals 1-3 to 1-5, 1-8, 8-
1 

Preparing and reviewing the baseline risk 
assessment 

addressing the objectives 9-1, 9-2 
communicating the results 9-1, 9-2 
documentation tools 9-1 to 9-8 
other key reports 9-3 
review tools 9-3, 9-9 to 9-14 
scope 9-2, 9-3 

PRGs. See Preliminary remediation goals 

Primary balancing criteria 1-9 

Proxy concentration 5-10 

Public health evaluation 1-11 

Q 
Q. See Dose equivalent 

QAPjP. See Quality assurance project plan 

QNQC. See Quality Assurance/Quality Control 

QL. See Quantitation limit 

Qualifiers. See Data 

Quality assurance project plan 4-1, 4-2, 4-23 

Quality assurance/quality control 3-4, 4-1, 4-3, 5-
1, 5-29 

Quality factor 10-2, 10-6 

Quantitation limit 
compared to health-based concentrations 5-

2, 5-5, 5-7, 5-8, 5-11 
contract-required 5-l, 5-2, 5-8 
definitions 5-2, 5-5, 5-8 
evaluation 5-1 to 5-9, 10-20 
high 5-10 
radionuclides 10-17 to 10-20 
sample 5-8 
strategy 4-21 
unavailability 4-3, 5-10 

R 
RA See Remedial· action 

Radiation. See Radionuclides, radiation 

Radiation advisory groups 
International Commission on Radiation 

Protection 10-3, 10-9, 10-28 
National Academy of Sciences 10-28, 10-29 
National Council on Radiation Protection 

and Measurements 10-9, 10-28 
United Nations Scientific Committee on 

the Effects of Atomic Radiation 10-28, 
10-29, 10-30 

Radiation detection instruments 
gas proponional counters 10-12, 10-13 
Geiger-Mueller (G-M) counters 10-11, 10-

12 
ionization chambers 10-11 to 10-13 
scintillation detectors 10-11 to 10-13 
solid-state detectors 10-12. 10-13 

Radiation units 
becquerel 10-1, 10-2, 10-4, 10-6 
curie 10-1, 10-2, 10-4, 10-6 
picocurie 10-1 
rad 10-2, 10-6 
rem 10-2 
roentgen 10-2, 10-6 
sievert 10-1, 10-2, 10-6 
working level 10-7 
working level month 10-7 



Radionuclides, radiation 
alpha particles 10-4, 10-5, 10-28 
beta particles 10-4, 10-5, 10-28 
decay products 10-2, 10-7, 10-21, 10-24 
definition 10-2 
external 10-2 
half-life 10-2 
internal 10-2 
ionizing 10-2 
linear energy transfer 10-2, 10-28, 10-29, 

10-31 
lower limit of detection 10-17, 10-20 
neutrons 10-4 
photons 10-4, 10-5, 10-28 
positrons 10-4 
quality factors 10-2, 10-6, 10-29 
radioactive decay 10-2, 10-2 
radon decay products 10-7 
reglilatory agencies 10-8, 10-9 
relative biological effectiveness 10-1, 10-6, 

10-29 
risk characterization 10-32 to 10-34 
toxicity assessment 10-27 to 10-32 

RAS. See Routine analytical services 

RBE. See Relative biological effectiveness 

RCRA See Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act 

RD. See Remedial design 

Reasonable maximum exposure 
and body weight 6-22, 6-23 
and contact rate 6-22 
and exposure concentration 6-19 
and exposure frequency and duration 6-22 
and risk characterization 8-1, 8-15, 8-16, 8-

26 
definition 6-1, 6-4, 6-5 
estimation of 6-19 to 6-23, 8-15, 8-16 

Record of Decision 2-5, 9-3 

Redox potential 4-7 

Reference dose 
chronic 7-1, 7-2, 7-5, 8-1, 8-2, 8-8, 8-10, 8-

13, A-1, A-2 
critical toxic effect 7-7, 8-4, 8-10, 8-15 
critical study 7-7 
definition 7-1, 7-2, 8-2, A-2 

developmental 7-1, 7-6, 7-9, 8-2 
inhalation 7-8 
oral 7-6, 7-7 
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subchronic 7-1, 7-2, 7-6, 7-S, 7-9, 8-2, 8-9, 
8-14 

verified 7-10 

Regional Radiation Program Managers 10-3, 10-
10 

Relative biological effectiveness 10-1, 10-6, 10-
29 

Release sources 6-10 

Remedial action 1-3, 1-8 to 1-10, 2-5, 2-7, 2-9, 
3-1, 3-2, 6-8, 10-8 

Remedial action objectives 1-3, 1-8, 2-7 

Remedial design 2-5, 2-6, 2-9 

Remedial investigation/feasibility study 1-1 to 1-
5, 1-8 to 1-10, 2-5 to 2-7, 3-1 to 3-3, 4-1 to 
4-5, 4-23, 8-1 

Remedial project manager 
and background sampling 4-8 
and elimination of data 5-2, 5-17, 5-20, 5-

21 
and ground-water sampling 4-13 
and radiation 10-3 
and reasonable maximum exposure 6-5 
and seeping meeting 4-3 
definition 1-2 
management tools for 9-14 to 9-17 

Remedy selection 1-9, 2-5 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 2-7, 
10-8 

Responsiveness Summary 9-3 

Reviewing the risk assessment. See Preparing 
and reviewing the baseline risk assessment 

RID. See Reference dose 

RfDdt- See Reference dose 

RIDs- See Reference dose 
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RI. See Remedial investigation/feasibility study 

RI/FS. See Remedial investigation/feasibility 
study 

Risk assessment reviewer 1-2, 9-1, 9-3, 9-9 to 9-
14 

Risk assessor 
definition 1-2 
tools for documentation 9-1 to 9-8 

Risk characterization 1-6, 1-7, 8-1 

Risk information in the RIJFS process 1-3 to 1-
10 

Risk manager 1-2 

RME. See Reasonable maximum exposure 

ROD. See Record of Decision 

Route-to-route extrapolation 7-16 

Routine analytical services. See Contract 
Laboratory Program 

RPM. See Remedial project manager 

s 
Salinity 4-7, 4-14, 6-5 

Saltwater incursion extent 4-7 

Sample Management Office 4-1, 4-2, 5-1, 5-5 

Sample quantitation limit 5-l. See also 
Quantitation limit 

Samples. See Sampling 

Sampling 
annuaUseasonal cycle 4-20 
composite 4-11, 4-14, 4-19 
cost 4-10, 4-17, 4-18, 4-20, 4-21 
depth 4-7, 4-11, 4-12, 4-19 
devices 4-21 
grab 4-19 
purposive 4-9, 4-10, 4-12, 4-18, 4-19 
radionuclides 10-10 to 10-16 
random 4-9, 4-12, 4-18 to 4-20 

routes of contaminant transport 4-10 to 4-
16 

strategy 4-16 
syste~atic 4-18, 4-19 

Sampling and analysis plan 1-J., 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 4-
22 to 4-24 

SAP. See Sampling and analysis plan 

SARA See Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 

SAS. See Special analytical services 

Scoping 
meeting 4-3, 4-18, 4-22, 4-23, 9-15, 10-15 
of project 1-3 to 1-5, 1-8, 2-7, 3-2, 3-3 

SDI. See Subchronic daily intake 

SEAM. See Superfund Exposure Assessment 
Manual 

Segregation of hazard indices 8-14, 8-15 

Selection of remedy. See Remedy selection 

Semi-volatile organic chemical 5-1 

SL See International System of Units, 
Preliminary assessment/site inspection 

Site discovery or notification 2-4 

Site inspection. See Preliminary assessment/site 
inspection 

Skin 5-29, 7-16, 10-4, 10-6, 10-22, 10-29. See 
also Dermal 

Slope factor 5-9, 5-21, 7-3, 7-11 to 7-13, 7-16, 8-
1, 8-2 to 8-7, 8-10 to 8-12, 10-2, 10-33, A-1 
to A-4 

SMO. See Sample management office 

Soil data collection 4-11 
and ground water 4-12 
depth of samples 4-12 
heterogeneity 4-11 
hot spots 4-11 



Solubility 6-12 

Sorption 6-27 

SOW. See Statements of work 

Special analytical services. See Contract 
Laboratory Program 

Specific organ 4-7, 10-7, 10-22 

SPHEM. See Superfund Public Health 
Evaluation Manual 

SQL. See Sample quantitation limit 

Stability class 4-7 

Statements of work. See Contract Laboratory 
Program 

Statistics 
and background 4-8 to 4-10, 5-18 
certainty 4-8, 4-17, 4-18 
methods 4-8, 4-18 
power 4-9, 4-18 
sampling strategy 4-16 to 4-20 
variability 4-9, 4-18 

Structure-activity studies 7-5 

Subchronic daily intake 6-1, 6-2, 6-23, 7-1, 8-1 

Superfund. See Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization 
Act of 1986 1-11, 2-1 to 2-4 

Superfund Exposure Assessment Manual 2-1, 2-8, 
6-1 

Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual 1-1, 
2-8 

SVOC. See Semi-volatile organiC chemical 

T 
T. See Tissue 

TAL. See Target analyte list 
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Target analyte list 4-1, 4-2, 5-5, 5-8, 5-17 

Target compound list 4-1, 4-2, 4-22, 5-1, 5-5, 5-
8, 5-17, 5-21, 10-20 

TCL. See Target compound list 

Tentatively identified compound 4-1, 5-1, 5-13, 
5-17, 5-18 

Thermocline 4-7 

TIC. See Tentatively identified compound 

Tidal cycle 4-7, 4-14 

Tissue 10-1 

TOC. See Total organic carbon 

Tools 
documentation 9-1 to 9-8 
management 9-13 to 9-17 
review 9-3, 9-9 to 9-14 

Topography 4-7 

Total organic carbon 5-1 

Total organic halogens 5-l 

TOX. See Total organic halogens 

Toxicity assessment 1-6, 1-7, 7-1, 7-4, 10-27 to 
10-32 

Toxicity values 
absorbed vs administered dose 7-10, A-1 
definition 7-3 
generation of 7-16 
hierarchy of information 7-15 
oral 7-16, 10-33, A-2 
radiation 10-22, 10-32 
reducing number of chemicals 5-21, 5-23 

Transfer coefficients 6-32 

Transformation 5-20, 6-27, 7-5, 10-2, 10-3, 10-5 

Treatability 5-21 

Trip blanks. See Blanks 
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u 
UFs. See Uncertainty factors 

Uncertaintv analvsis 
expos~re 6-i7, 6-34, 6-47, 6-49 to 6-51, 8-

18, 8-22 
factors 7-7 to 7-10, 8-4, 8-8, 8-9, 8-17, 8-18, 

8-20, 8-22 
first-order analysis 8-20 
model applicability and assumptions 6-50, 

8-18 to 8-22 
Monte Carlo simulation 8-20 
multiple substance exposure 8-22 
parameter value 8-19 
qualitative 8-20, 8-21 
quantitative 8-19, 8-20 
radiation 10-27, 10-33 
risk 8-17 
semi-quantitative 8-20 
toxicity 7-19, 7-20, 8-22 

Uncertainty factors. See Uncertainty analysis -
factors 

Unit risk 7-13 

U.S. Geological Survey 6-1, 6-6 

USGS. See U.S. Geological Survey 

v 
Vapor pressure 6-12 

VOC. See Volatile organic chemical 

Volatile organic chemical 4-2, 5-1, 5-17, 6-31 

w 
Water hardness 4-7 

Weighting factor 10-1, 10-2, 10-7 

Weight-of-evidence classification 5-20, 7-3, 7-9, 
7-11, 8-2, 8-4, 8-7, 8-10 

Whole body 4-7, 4-16, 6-31, 10-6, 10-7 

Workplan 4-1, 4-4, 4-22 to 4-24, 9-15 

WT· See Weighting factor 
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